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Abstract 
A wiser socio-economic system, “by design” and not “by chance,” may well benefit from a 
series of design principles drawn from the well of wisdom. This dissertation focused on a refined 
set of eight components of wisdom through research designed to explore if, how, and when they 
are invoked by a group of experts participating in a futures discussion about organizations in 
their field of practice, American higher education. The aim was to explore a set of wisdom-
centered design principles (denoted as “Wise By Design” [WBD]) for social innovation, 
specifically in the design of organizations that would thrive in the future.  After four rounds of 
engagement with a panel of experts with approximately 500 years of accumulated experience in 
the field, six conclusions were reached: a) an organization could be seen as “wise” if leadership, 
management, and innovation practices are augmented by wisdom; b) the use of design principles 
based on wisdom and futures inquiry could help organizations develop “wise processes”; c) wise 
people develop the ability to take an objectivized balanced perspective when confronted with 
situations, decisions, or requests for advice; d) wisdom could be described as a multi-channel 
“sense-and-respond” adaptive system with the higher purpose of flourishing of self and others; e) 
interoperability and dual hybridity—both administrative and academic—could enable institutions 
of higher education to thrive in the future;  and f) this field of research could lead into a 
discussion on the value of exploring artificial wisdom. The electronic version of this Dissertation 
is at Ohiolink ETD Center, http://etd.ohiolink.edu and AURA http://aura.antioch.edu/ 
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Chapter I: Problem Statement and Significance 
Why Study Wisdom in the Context of Leading Systemic Change 
 
The world is changing fast, and we live in turbulent times accelerated by the speed of 
technological change and massive amounts of information. It seems like society has decided to 
walk the Data-Information-Knowledge-Wisdom Hierarchy (Ackoff, 1989) in reverse mode, 
moving away from wisdom, in search for answers in a sea of big data. Revolutions and 
recessions have caused some analysts and policymakers to believe we are facing what they call a 
Big Reset (National Governors’ Association, 2010), a new normal where many people suffer the 
consequences of increasingly more difficult conditions of living. Bringing wisdom back to the 
center of our societal development could result in a better redefinition of our systems and 
structures of living.  
In this dissertation, I have developed an innovative perspective on how to address 
transformational change in organizations by focusing on a set of wisdom-centered principles that 
could be used to re-imagine the way we address problems of living, defined by Maxwell (2009) 
as “all of inquiry should be about how to live—our fundamental problems being problems of 
living rather than problems of knowledge” (p. 13).  I decided to investigate a refined set of eight 
dimensions of wisdom among the many that have already been identified in wisdom scholarly 
research (Ardelt, 2004; Baltes & Staudinger, 2000; Lombardo, 2013; Sternberg, 1990), stemming 
initially from a five-dimensional framework proposed by McKenna (2013) to describe “wise 
people.” According to McKenna, someone is perceived as wise if she uses reason and careful 
observation, allows the use of non-rational and subjective elements, pursues virtuous and 
humane outcomes, acts in practical ways, and comes across as an articulate person. A more 
exhaustive search of scholarly literature on wisdom in the context of organizations led me to add 
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three more dimensions to my particular list, in addition to the five proposed by McKenna. First, 
the ability to detect changing patterns over time (Malan & Kriger, 1998), and develop a 
perspective situated in context in history (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000) while considering long-
term needs and effects (McKenna, 2013). This is what I call “time sensitivity.”  Second, 
according to Sternberg (1990), “Wisdom enables an individual to adapt to the tasks of adult life” 
(p. 8). Adaptability is especially important in the context of organizations (Argyris & Schon, 
1978; Fulmer, 2000; Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986) and systems (De Greene, 1982; McQuade, 
2007). This understanding led me to include “adaptive” as another dimension to explore.  
Finally, the ability to deal with dilemmas, grasp and reconcile paradoxes and contradictions 
(Bigelow, 1992), and “orchestrate mind and virtue toward human excellence and the common 
good” (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000, p. 132), balancing among multiple personal and professional 
interests and external conditions (Sternberg, 1990), led me to include “balance” as the final 
addition to a refined set of eight wisdom dimensions that I call “Wise by Design.” Through my 
research process, I explored the use of these eight wisdom dimensions of “Wise by Design,” a 
framework that could potentially enable institutions, organizations, communities, and individuals 
to establish a new frame of reference for innovation and change. Instead of the traditional 
principles of design (unity, balance, hierarchy, proportion/scale, dominance/emphasis, and 
similarity/contrast), the principles of “wise design” focus on the cognitive, intuitive, 
humane/ethical, practical, aesthetic, time-sensitive, adaptive, and balanced aspects of 
professional practice.. This new set may be applied at different levels by designing products and 
solutions that could be seen as “wiser” by society, and thus have the ancillary effect of 
influencing other areas of society to “wisen up” by designing organizations based on those 
principles. I posit that the outcomes of an organization and the organization itself could be 
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perceived as “wiser” by the beneficiaries and stakeholders when these wisdom-centered 
principles are applied by practitioners 
Part of my argument is centered on a more comprehensive approach to leading change 
that is focused not only on social change, or economic change, but on “a wiser way to leading 
change” based on wisdom-centered principles like the ones proposed in this dissertation. 
Whether certain change initiatives are perceived by society as social change, political change, or 
economic change, a “wisdom-centered” approach using principles like the ones proposed in my 
Wise by Design conceptual framework could help change leaders achieve their specific goals by 
reframing their work to focus on pursuing a “higher purpose” and attaining “higher outcomes.” I 
will thus explain what I mean by “pursuing a higher purpose” and “attaining higher outcomes” at 
the core of a wisdom-centered framework, and how it could enable organizations to be perceived 
as “wise.” 
The topic of wisdom is not frequently found in formal academic studies of leadership and 
change, particularly at organizational and system levels, as researchers have focused more on 
studying it at an individual and professional practice level.  Organizational wisdom is a relatively 
new field of research, influenced by the epistemological foundations of seven umbrella 
disciplinary approaches: philosophy; psychology/human development (in the case of 
individuals); sociology; organizational studies (organizational development, industrial 
psychology); leadership and management studies; business ethics; and knowledge 
management/systems thinking. Halverson (2004) defined organizational wisdom as the virtuous 
habit of decisions and actions that serve the common good of the enterprise and its various 
stakeholders. In a similar vein, Rowley (2006) described it as the capacity to put into action the 
most appropriate behavior for an organization, taking into account what is known and the 
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legitimate concerns of its various stakeholders. This conception of wisdom as the ability of an 
organization to connect with the outside is also echoed by other scholars, indicating that a wise 
organization (A. D. Brown & Starkey, 2000) could be described as capable of recreating its 
identity to align with changes in the external environment. In that context, wise decisions have 
been described as those that enhance the viability of the organization over time, balancing 
effectively and positively the needs of the fullest possible range of stakeholders (Conger & 
Hooijberg, 2006).  Nevertheless, the lack of futures research inquiry linked to wisdom is 
particularly noticeable at a time when external interdependencies and complexity seem to 
demand a new level of foresight from organizations and their leaders. Although some scholars 
include wisdom and foresight as factors in leadership (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006), only a handful 
have established connections between wisdom and future consciousness (Lombardo, 2007), or 
described wisdom as knowledge with foresight and sound judgment (Leibold, Probst, & Gibbert, 
2002).  
Although organization design and organizational development are two sides of the same 
coin, these are different disciplines. The concept of wise development of organizations was 
originally introduced from two different aesthetic perspectives, effectiveness and culture change. 
In this context, “beautiful outcomes” vs. “ugly outcomes” are novel concepts (Burke, 2007) 
introduced to establish the difference between wise and unwise organizational development 
practices. There is, however, a gap in the study of wisdom in the areas of social innovation and 
organization design, at a time when adaptive models are emerging in response to increasingly 
more complex socioeconomic systems. The goal of my research is to gain a better understanding 
of how wisdom could be reflected in future innovations, particularly in the design of 
organizations aimed at human flourishing, like higher education institutions.  
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In addition to the potential practical use of a wisdom-centered framework to pursue 
higher organizational outcomes, I am also proposing a concept that stems from the work on 
flourishing that Seligman (2011) and Lombardo (2013) have led, which I call “flourishing 
adaptive systems.” I posit that humans have a “wisdom system” whose mission/purpose is 
“flourishing of self and others.”  
My dissertation discusses the uses of these eight wisdom-centered principles under study, 
as I worked with a panel of experts to discuss the future of organizations in their area of practice, 
higher education in this case. I also explored how/which ones they applied in order to design an 
organization that will potentially “flourish” in a future scenario developed by them. 
Can innovation and change, including organizations and systems involved in social 
change, be wise or wiser by design? Is there value in using principles inspired in the multi-
dimensionality of wisdom to design “wise” innovations, including organizations themselves? 
Can we design organizations that are more adaptive and thrive in complex social ecosystems, 
aiming at individual and organizational flourishing?  I have focused on the area of higher 
education in the United States as a complex social system to explore some of these concepts in 
this dissertation.  
Organizations face increasing levels of uncertainty, interconnectivity, and change. 
Complexity levels have led to major global disruptive events in highly interconnected systems 
with potential domino effects in other systems beyond the original epicenter, both socio-
economic, like the most recent international financial crisis (Iley & Lewis, 2011), and 
environmental, in the case of climate change (Gilding, 2011). Citizens around the world are 
showing discontent and distrust in institutionalized power, business, and the political apparatus 
of most countries, increasing the appetite for major societal and economic changes (Kaletsky, 
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2011).  An unprecedented state of indignation has resulted in social movements such as the Arab 
Spring, the Spanish Revolution, the Occupy movement and more recent protests in countries like 
Turkey and Brazil. Although each one of these movements has different and unique cultural and 
national connotations, there seems to be a common thread across all of them that some scholars 
have called “horizontalism” (Sitrin, 2012) to refer to an emergent response to a perceived lack of 
representation by the institutions and a call for direct participation in the decision-making 
process. 
The high level of interconnectivity in contemporary society has increased the levels of 
complex information we must process on a daily basis (Castells, 2011).  The sophistication of 
technologies creates insurmountable divides among those who can and those who cannot access 
or afford them (Sinclair & Bramley, 2011), yet those same technologies stratify the information 
layers that people are exposed to even more.  In an almost total reversal of the need for critical 
thinking and reflection, content is often pre-digested and delivered in real time so people really 
have “no time to think” (Levy, 2007). Technology, demographics, and environmental and other 
external pressures to the social system are increasing the level of interaction and interdependence 
among the different parts of the system: people, resources, places, energy, etc.  Cyber wars and 
cyber espionage are taking over from traditional forms of international security threats.  As the 
next unstoppable force in the evolutionary process, complexity has transformed our global 
village into a messy entanglement of national, political, cultural, and economic systems. 
Organizations that do not evolve in ways that embrace interdependence, emergence, self-
organization, and non-linearity may suffer a competitive disadvantage in dealing with a complex 
new normal (Reeves & Deimler, 2011). 
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The current generation has witnessed the era of knowledge management and learning 
organizations, but the world is now facing the challenges of a new normal in which knowing and 
learning might not be enough to navigate in an increasingly complex world.  Through this 
research, I will explore the multi-dimensional concept of wisdom and its potential application to 
the design of solutions that respond better to the challenges of adaptability and human 
flourishing that this new normal requires. While society lives the new normal, socio-economic 
disparities have increased and public funding has decreased, leaving society at the mercy of 
either predatory conducts of economic abuse or inefficient uses of public resources.  
Thus, the real challenge for today’s leaders is to build organizations that can cope with 
increasing levels of complexity, while choosing the right type of innovation in their talent 
processes, modus operandi, and underlying structures.  
Would it be possible to create wiser organizational models, guided by wisdom-centered 
principles like the ones included In Wise by Design, that might be better equipped to navigate 
increasingly complex social ecosystems, such as in the case of American higher education?   
Methodological Choice: Futures Research Using a Wisdom-Centered Approach 
 
My research methodology falls under the category known as futures studies, conceptually 
aligned with the vision of futures research scholars who pioneered the development of dissenting 
scenarios, although they approached the method from their own foundations on critical social 
theory (Slaughter, 2003) and post-structuralism (Inayatullah, 1990). My departure from their 
positions presents some notable differences. First and foremost, rather than using tools like the 
transformative cycle, aimed at reconceptualizing breakdowns in meaning (Slaughter, 1998), I 
have used the Wise by Design framework to explore discussions about future scenarios, a set of 
wisdom-centered design principles that are at the core of my thesis. In a way, I am proposing 
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wisdom-centered critical futures research as an alternative approach to current frameworks 
aimed toward constructing dissenting visions (Sardar, 1999). A fundamental difference is that I 
use a multidimensional model derived from wisdom and, consequently, focused on human 
flourishing as the ideal final state, rather than using socio-economic deficit models based on 
critical social theory or post-structuralist paradigms.  I am thus pursuing a “wisdom-centered” 
approach to developing alternative scenarios for human flourishing.  
The Quest for Wiser Models 
 
Since the advent of concepts like micro-credit and micro-finance, led by economist and 
Nobel Prize winner Muhammad Yunus, and the growing socio-economic disparities accentuated 
by the most recent Great Recession (Danziger, 2013) there has been a growing interest in the 
notion of an economy that cares or what some have called a “fair economy” (Collins, Hartman, 
& Sklar, 1999; Dietz & O’Neill, 2013). Efforts to translate such ideas into reality vary in 
category and scope.   
Social enterprise has emerged as the term of choice to define private organizations 
focused on solving social problems (Dees, 1994), making their social purpose prevail above 
profit (Tracey, Haugh, & Phillips, 2004). These organizational forms, typically known as 
“hybrids” (Williamson, 1991), are often challenged by the need to develop competencies and 
skills to strike a balance between social and trading objectives (Low, 2008) while delivering 
social and economic results. The appearance of “balance” as a critical design principle in the 
development of social enterprise (Bull & Crompton, 2006) has led to the development of 
organizational structures with hybrid forms of governance, legal form, ownership, funding, 
structure, operations, and culture (Karré, 2011) that have broad implications at the crossroads of 
  
9 
public policy, economy, and society (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010) for new ways of approaching 
social innovation.  
Social innovation, as a process of change that results in human betterment (Boulding, 
1984), has received a lot of attention in recent years, associated with the idea of collaborating 
across sector boundaries to address problems considered intractable or entrenched in intractable 
institutional settings (Nicholls & Murdock, 2011) across the three conventional sectors: public, 
private, and civil society. The emergence of solutions in between conventional spaces led to the 
so called “fourth sector” as an expression of dual value creation (Brandsen, van de Donk, & 
Putters, 2005), social and financial. This idea of creating social and economic value has led to 
more recent discussions about free market capitalism, the role of conventional companies as 
PMB (Profit-Maximizing Businesses) and the potential of “social business” (Yunus, 2007) as a 
complementary form of business that is cause-driven rather than profit-driven. This concept, in 
order to thrive, requires the backing of investors who do not take profits out of the company 
except to recoup an amount equivalent to their original investment over a period of time. This is 
counter intuitive. According to some scholars, the concept of social business must not be 
confused with a total redefinition of free market capitalism, but rather seen as the embodiment of 
a series of principles and values (Kofman, 2006) that have led some business leaders to put in 
practice a so called “conscious capitalism” (Mackey, Sisodia, & George, 2013) that is nowadays 
emerging as a complementary way of doing business.  
In the fall of 2012, a similar movement was born in France under the auspices of 
President Hollande and a group of intellectuals led by Jacques Attali, called the Positive 
Economy.  Once more, it appeared as an integrated concept (Attali, 2013) and not a separate 
sector.  
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Some references can be found in the literature that attempt to establish connections 
between these new forms of conscious capitalism and “ancient wisdom” (Schwerin, 2012), and 
even more recent references to a “wiser economy” as forms derived from heuristic reasoning and 
models (Grandori, 2010). I argue that those approaches are not fully exploring the potential 
implications of applying wisdom-centered principles in the design of disruptive forms of 
organization and business models leading to human flourishing, and their effects in the future of 
large complex social and economic systems. It is therefore the objective of this dissertation to 
explore wisdom as a source for design principles of alternative organizational models that could 
not only survive, but thrive and flourish in complexity. 
Wise by Design: Principles for Wise Social Innovation 
 
Wise by Design is a new framework proposed in this doctoral dissertation and based on 
existing wisdom research, aimed at helping individuals and organizations during the design 
phase of the innovation process focus on eight wisdom-centered principles: balanced, humane, 
rational, intuitive, aesthetic, practical, timely, and adaptive.  These are eight of the multiple 
dimensions of wisdom that are seen consistently in those seen as “wise” that I consider more 
relevant for wisdom beyond the individual–at both the organizational and system level.  
Churchman’s (1972) taxonomy of inquiry systems looks at five different ways of 
perceiving truth: Lockean, Leibnizian, Kantian, Hegelian, and Singerian. In this last system, truth 
is perceived as pragmatic in the sense (James, 1997) that it is relative to the overall goals and 
objectives of the inquiry. Truth is further perceived as teleological or explicitly goal oriented. 
The Singerian-Churchmanian system represents a holistic orientation toward inquiry in that the 
psychological, sociological, and ethical components of a research problem are viewed as 
inseparable from its physical representation or theoretical presuppositions. It is described as the 
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epitome of synthetic multi-modal, interdisciplinary systems. I would argue that there is a sixth 
way of looking at truth, what I call the “wise system of inquiry,” in which truth is perceived as 
human flourishing, the ultimate state of living excellence 
“Wise by Design” is intended to provide a framework for the design of innovations using 
eight design principles drawn from wisdom research.  The methodology for the design of wise 
solutions is inclusive by definition, as most research agrees that stakeholders—both internal and 
external—are at the center of wise organizations (A. D. Brown & Starkey, 2000; Halverson, 
2004; Rowley, 2006; ).  An emphasis on putting behaviors into action that serve the fullest 
possible range of stakeholders (Conger & Hooijberg, 2006) with a particular focus on having 
mechanisms of checks and balances to keep organizations on constructive paths for the common 
good (Lawrence, 2007) is a salient theme in organizational wisdom literature that underpins my 
decision to create and utilize an inclusive design methodology. 
Higher Education: So High It Became Unreachable 
 
Education is the only silver bullet left in the arsenal of individuals and societies to reach 
higher and have opportunities when fate decides that an individual is to be born among those less 
privileged. Evidence of the benefits of higher education attainment (Oreopoulos & Petronijevic, 
2013) makes the argument for dramatic increases in higher educational offerings more urgent, 
yet the onion is too big to just peel off a few layers in search of quick solutions. Unfortunately, 
the silver bullet is coated in platinum nowadays, leaving millions either without access to higher 
education or failing to complete their degree. Many studies have analyzed the consequences of 
low educational attainment from a personal as well as a societal point of view, ranging from 
being a predictor of health and mental conditions (Adams, 2002; Boillot et al., 2011) to be 
identified as a major indicator of economic prosperity (Hanushek, Machin, & Woessman, 2011). 
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Educational success in America for underrepresented populations has been uneven, particularly 
among young adults between the ages of 25 and 29 (Lumina Foundation, 2013) showing racial 
and income achievement differentials that are morally intolerable and potentially devastating in 
the long run from an economic perspective, when the burden of our current system shifts to the 
shoulders of those from that generation. 
A Broken Business Model 
 
Stakeholders and analysts inside and outside higher education recognize the “dire straits” 
situation of the current model (Moody’s Investor Service, 2013) and have agreed that its future 
outlook is negative. An institution-centric, place-based, capital-intensive system is being 
stretched in multiple directions by different societal needs at a time when there is significantly 
less public funding available, and when education is most needed. The new economic normal 
after a great recession has shifted leadership priorities away from student learning to institutional 
survival, both in for-profit or not-for-profit models. At the same time, students and families are 
left with insurmountable levels of personal debt in exchange for weaker future returns on their 
education, from an income level point of view. The conditions are set for “the survival of the 
fittest” scenario, another socio-economic bubble (Allen, 2013) that most likely will burst and 
leave, as it always happens with bubble-bursting leadership styles, a large number of victims and 
a few winners.  
There have always been attempts to do the right thing, but in a system that lacks 
“systemness” (Zimpher, 2012), the mechanisms of change are complex and worth researching 
and exploring in search of insights and understanding that would lead to improvement.  
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Higher Education as a Complex Adaptive System 
 
As a practitioner from the private foundation world, I am convinced that American higher 
education can be better described as a complex adaptive ecosystem with characteristics like non-
linearity, dynamic, multiple internal elements, and a behavior governed by interactions of those 
elements (Goldstein, Hazy, & Lichtenstein, 2010). This portrait of higher education as a complex 
adaptive system (CAS) also relates to other considerations, like the fact that these types of 
systems assume stable patterns but are far from achieving equilibrium. Predictability is only 
possible at the level of global patterns, while chaos governs local level interaction. Any variation 
in the conditions may lead to many small adaptations in overall patterns and a few big mutations, 
but outcomes cannot be predicted. Complexity tends to grow larger over the long run and follows 
what is called a path of punctuated equilibrium, which means there are long periods of relative 
stability in global patterns, but then radical change emerges. 
As aforementioned, the severity of the global crisis has put into question the return on 
taxpayer investment of the higher education system, among other social systems funded by the 
public, gradually pushing institutions away from operating as islands of knowledge into having 
to constantly demonstrate societal value, engaging stakeholders more proactively (Delanty, 
2001) rather than taking more passive stances. This process of opening the academic endeavor to 
systemically engage with communities and regions where they operate increases the level of 
complexity of the institution both in terms of deliverables as well as interdependencies with the 
environment, as shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 1.1. Complexity of an “engaged institution.” Reprinted from “Globalisation and 
Competitiveness: Challenges to the Purpose, Performance and Impact of Higher 
Education” (p. 25) by E. Hazelkorn, May 23-24, 2013, EFMD Higher Education 
Conference, Paris, France. Copyright 2013 by J. Goddard. Reprinted with permission (see 
Appendix A). 
 
Since complexity in social systems is just an analogy to biological systems, I find it a 
useful albeit artificially constructed way to explain systemic behavior that is otherwise difficult 
to conceive.  A lot of the “why” questions seem to be better understood in the realm of 
complexity. Yet, sometimes it may come across as a good excuse as to why there is a lack of 
systemic progress. Assuming it is acceptable to metaphorically describe American higher 
education as a complex adaptive system, the issue of hybridity as a sustaining innovation and 
adaptive institutional response to the paradoxes of rapid and constant change (S. L. Brown & 
Eisenhardt, 1997) becomes a relevant concept that deserves further consideration.  
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In approaching change in higher education organizations from the standpoint of 
complexity, it is important to discuss the disruptive force of the so-called “strange attractors” in 
complex systems. Complex systems move between states of non-equilibrium known as 
“attractors,” occurrences that are perceived as dramatic, sudden, and disruptive.  These non-
linear interactions between the different internal elements of a complex system and the level of 
dependency on connections inside and outside the system make those “attractor/far from 
equilibrium” states very effective. Despite the lack of predictability of future states in complex 
systems, CAS gravitate toward some patterns that are not seen at first, not single points, but 
actual patterns of points. It would make a very interesting research study to historically review 
major disruptive change in American higher education, trying to identify patterns that could be 
recognized as “attractors.” This study will not focus on historical change, but rather on 
discerning the prospective value of future adaptations and highlighting their potential to open 
doors to new strange attractors designed with wisdom-centered principles.  
Hybridity in Higher Education: Hybrid Learning, Hybrid Students, and Hybrid 
Institutions 
 
In the context of higher education, hybridity takes different meanings, whether it is about 
the type of delivery model used by institutions, the mix of participants, or the actual business and 
organizational model underneath the overall higher learning endeavor. The first category falls 
under what has been known as a type of “blended learning” and has led to the development of a 
“theory of hybrids” in the field of innovation (C. M. Christensen, Horn, & Staker, 2013). In that 
case, hybridity takes the form of a model or program with elements of old technology (for 
example, a traditional classroom) and new technology (online technologies) and is considered a 
“sustaining” innovation relative to the old way of working. The difference between sustaining 
innovation and disruptive innovation is important, because they follow different trajectories and 
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lead to different results. M. E. Christensen and Raynor (2003) coined the term “disruptive” as a 
way to differentiate innovation processes that serve niches of customers that are not considered 
mainstream from “sustaining innovations” that help incumbent organizations “make better 
products or deliver better services to their best customers.”   
A taxonomy of blended learning, shown in Figure 1.2, and developed by the Clayton 
Christensen Institute for Disruptive Innovation (2013) classifies learning models, mostly in the 
K-12 space, in four categories: 1. Rotation model; 2. Flex model; 3. A La Carte model, and 4. 
Enriched Virtual model.  The "Rotation" model refers to programs in which students rotate 
between learning modalities within a given course or subject. The "Flex" model refers to online 
learning as the backbone of student learning. The “A La Carte” model, also known as self-blend, 
allows students to pick a few courses entirely online, while still going to classes on a physical 
campus. Finally, the “Enriched Virtual” model is a whole-school experience designed with 
online and brick-and-mortar elements. This theory of hybrids poses that only models two, three 
and four can be considered “disruptive” because they do not use “brick-and-mortar” physical 
plant in a traditional way, and they often get their start among considered “nonconsumers” (niche 
markets that may appear unattractive or inconsequential to industry incumbents, and where new 
ideas or products created to serve that market may completely redefine the entire industry).  
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Figure 1.2. Blended learning models. Reprinted from Is K-12 blended learning 
disruptive?An introduction to the theory of hybrids, by C. Christensen, M.B Horn and H. 
Staker. Retrieved from http://www.christenseninstitute.org/publications/hybrids. 
Copyright 2013 by Clayton Christensen Institute. Reprinted with permission (see 
Appendix A). 
 
Hybridity would then be seen as a sustaining innovation that grows from the existing 
model, and allows for increased acceptance of new ways of serving more than the initial 
“nonconsumers” or “niche groups” to becoming solutions to the entire system. Education 
institutions may find an opportunity to “pivot” to disruptive models once they have proved their 
worth serving traditionally underserved groups. 
A second form of hybridity relates to the very rich and rapidly changing mix of 
participants in American higher education, from faculty and administrators to, most importantly, 
students. When an association of ideas, cultures, identities, income levels, ethnicities, 
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nationalities and themes, simultaneously reinforcing and contradicting each other (Kraidy, 2005) 
come to life in a higher education program, it becomes a very unique version of hybridity. 
Projections of future population growth in the United States show dramatic increases in states 
like California, Texas, and Florida (Swil, 2002) that pale in comparison with the real policy 
dilemmas to be confronted, not so much as a result of absolute size, but rather from where and 
how these increases are projected to happen. Groups considered “minority” are becoming the 
emergent “majority,” and they will outnumber the white population sometime between 2050 and 
2075. Yet, post-secondary educational attainment in America shows troubling signs when the 
achievement gap between traditional students and low-income, first-generation, immigrants, 
adults and racial and ethnic minority students seems to have widened even more after the 
recession (Lumina Foundation, 2013). There are solid economic and societal reasons to forecast 
that 21st-century students are not going to look like traditional students in the 20th century, and 
under current societal conditions, one could argue that those participating in increasingly 
interconnected social systems are already “hybrids selves” (Marotta, 2008), not only because of 
our culture or language, but also due to the transformations in the use of technology and media 
(Appadurai, 1986) that lead to global “techno and media scapes” beyond traditional national 
borders. An expression of hybridity that seems to have been enabled by these new technology 
and mediascapes is the level of interaction of artistic and scientific ways of seeing (Bolter, 2006) 
and inquiring the world of up and coming generations.  
A third form of hybridity deals with business model and organizational hybrids. As I 
mentioned before in this chapter, the emergence of hybrid forms of organization and operation 
has become the research focus of leadership, organization, innovation and social innovation 
scholars over the last few years. Inspired by the idea of cross-sector collaboration, hybrid models 
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have started to appear as an integration ideal for some (Battilana & Dorado, 2010) and real 
challenge for most. According to Karré (2011), hybridity is not the perfect solution and it needs 
to be properly managed. This researcher has studied several models of hybrid organization and 
proposed a multidimensional model that consists of ten dimensions grouped under three 
categories: (1) structure and activities, including legal form, ownership, activities, funding, and 
market environment; (2) strategy and culture, which includes strategic orientation and value 
orientation; and finally (3) governance and politics, including relationship with political 
principal, managerial autonomy, and executive autonomy. In the United States, there are 
different types of institutions operating in tertiary education space (public and private, for profit 
and nonprofit, research/graduate/undergraduate/vocational, etc.), and hybridity could be seen as 
potential emergent types in-between existing categories.  
After reviewing these three types of hybridity in post-secondary education (delivery 
form, participant mix, and organizational structure), I envision the potential evolution of single 
forms of hybridity to multi-level hybridity resulting from the combination of those three in what 
I call “dual-hybrids.”  
The Potential of Designing Wisely 
Whether it is higher education or any other sector, market or social system, organizations 
are starting to consider redesigns that are more adaptive to changing conditions. Leaders can 
impact at strategy, people and organization level (Kesler & Kates, 2010) to more effectively 
make decisions, work together and reach their goals. In the process of organization design, like 
in any other design process, trade-offs must be made to achieve an optimum solution.  
The field of organizational design has evolved in parallel with other fields like leadership 
and management, and scholars recognize that its future will be influenced by the “constant 
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interplay of rising complexity and interdependence.” (Galbraith, 2002, p. 5) The evolution of 
designs seem to be headed in the direction of what some have called “complex enterprises” 
(Alberts, 2012, p. 16) that, with a set of “criteria to assess the fitness of design options,” would 
allow the organization to better respond to complex challenges in conditions of uncertainty and 
unpredictability.  
I propose Wise by Design as a framework that could potentially address the need for 
design options that would allow organizations and their members not only to survive but to 
thrive in complexity. In a survey of 1,500 global CEOs (Berman, 2010), complexity was 
identified as a worrisome trend, and respondents admitted feeling unprepared to deal with it. 
When 79% expected high or very high level of complexity over five years, only 49% felt 
prepared to deal with expected complexity. In this context, there has been increasing attention to 
the concept of “wise leadership” (Kaipa & Radjou, 2013) as a distinctive form that appeals to 
wisdom as a “compass to navigate a complex and volatile” environment. This type of approach, 
although directly related to wisdom, focuses on “phronesis” (practical wisdom) rather than 
“eudaimonia” (good living, human flourishing), and some wisdom scholars (Warm, 2012) have 
been quite critical about the apparent ignoring of virtues like “nous” (intellect) and “sophia” 
(theoretical wisdom). The proposed Wise by Design framework focuses on “human flourishing” 
as the ultimate purpose for individuals, organizations and social systems, and builds on more 
eudaimonic interpretations of wisdom (Lombardo, 2013; McKenna, Rooney, & Boal, 2009; 
Warm, 2012) at the core of those models.  
This dissertation focused on developing a refined list of eight components of wisdom and 
crafting a research protocol intended to explore if, how, and when these components are invoked 
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by a group of experts participating in a futures discussion about organizations in their field of 
practice, American higher education in this case. The research questions are: 
Q1. How and when do experts invoke wisdom principles when asked to 
participate in the design of future organizations in their field of practice? 
Q2. How, if at all, would these experts change their contributions to the process 
after explicitly revealing the eight WBD dimensions under study? 
Researcher Positionality 
 
Researcher background. After spending 20 years as a business professional in the areas 
of communications, technology and innovation, I changed sector and entered philanthropy as 
Vice President of Lumina, an independent private foundation in the United States committed to 
increasing the proportion of Americans who have high-quality, college-level learning. During 
this time, I began to concentrate on how organizations adapt and lead change, including our own. 
I have also found that American Higher Education is a highly complex and distributed system, 
where the kind of change Lumina Foundation is seeking, together with the precarious financial 
situation of institutions, will require a fundamental reinvention and transformation of the 
business model in higher education.  
Researcher bias. My familiarity with other sectors leads me to believe that there are 
lessons to be learned and approaches and perspectives to be considered from fields and sectors 
(Selsky & Parker, 2005) that are different from the one facing the need for change. I also believe 
that human systems are complex in nature (Buckley, 1968), due to the necessary interdependence 
and interrelation between individuals that are together at a given moment in time in their lives, 
but come from different places, experiences and levels of personal and professional growth and 
development. The organizational and system complexity that I have observed over the many 
  
22 
years of practice does not seem to be “manageable”, appearing to be closer to the theory of 
complex adaptive systems. However it seems feasible to align (Bontis, Crossan, & Hulland, 
2002) the pockets of energy inside an organization or human system by considering the different 
viewpoints and perspectives as if they were electrical potential differences between two places or 
positions that can provide the energy required for change.  
My international background as someone who was born in Spain to a French mother and 
a Spanish father and has lived in various countries and continents becomes another area for bias, 
as I happen to believe that hybrid approaches constitute a richer petri dish for professional and 
personal success. Coming from a humble family, I am also biased toward social enterprise as a 
potential solution to tackle social problems with conscious market-friendly approaches (Yunus, 
2007) that keep high ethical and humane standards. 
This global profile has also influenced me to construct and use analogies in an attempt to 
help others understand innovation and change (Bingham & Kahl, 2013) like in the case of 
electrical potential mentioned above.  It is my exposure to multiple languages and cultures that 
has led me to invoke the richness of different figures of speech (analogies, metaphors and 
similes) in my verbal and written expression.  It is also my connection with education —both my 
parents were K-12 teachers, and now I am deeply involved in post-secondary education issues—
that led me to choose communications as a professional career, in an attempt to help those 
around me be more comfortable understanding the increasing complexity of the world and 
technological advances in our lives. 
My technology background also leads me to believe that we can aspire to “simulate” 
human processes, and achieve a seamless integration of technological advances in our human 
existence without giving up our human condition.  I spent my early years in the computer field 
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both programming and managing systems, but also helping users and leading helpdesk/customer 
attention services. I believe there is a risk of technification and dehumanization (Montague & 
Matson, 1983) which concerns me greatly, particularly in social sectors.  My idea of the world is 
that technology will serve humanity, and that its essence is about improving human lives.  My 
exploration of wisdom is linked to my need to understand complex human processes and analyze 
them from a systemic perspective, while helping others understand the value of a humanistic 
approach.  The appeal of wisdom is clear: at its core, it is a uniquely human process. I may say 
that I am attracted to the concept of studying the possibilities of “artificial wisdom,” but I am 
concerned about the possible misinterpretation that could be made if conceived as a way to 
dehumanize our existence.  In fact, my quest is to understand human processes so organizations 
can be more human, which will in turn lead them to a wiser state, where humans flourish. 
A last area of influence in my bias has to do with the future. In my line of work, as well 
as my personal time, I am in connection with professionals in the area of futures research and 
strategic foresight. I believe that prospective thinking (Seligman, 2011) allows individuals to 
flourish and work wisely together.  It provides the necessary space to think and discuss without 
constraints of present differences. In my experience, individuals have less difficulty setting 
temporarily aside their differences when the dialog is designed about a future scenario that 
requires the group to picture themselves in it. This has clearly influenced my choice of 
methodology. 
Chapters Ahead 
 
In Chapter II, I review foundational research on wisdom and human flourishing at 
individual and organizational level, the shift to a “sense-and-respond” paradigm in organizations 
to become more adaptive, as well as the role of hybridity as a form of evolutionary 
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organizational adaptation to a changing complex environment. I also review the changing 
conditions in which the organizations chosen for this study, institutions of higher education, must 
conduct their work in the 21st century, as well as the different types of organizational hybrid 
models that either have been used or could be used by these types of organizations in a time of 
rapid and turbulent change (Vaill, 1996) in American higher education. My goal is to introduce 
the reader to the concept of what I call “Flourishing adaptive systems,” my proposed construct 
for what individuals and organizations tend to or aspire to be when pursuing a higher purpose, 
namely, human flourishing for self and others, which stems from the above, together with the 
concept of Wise by Design as a series of design principles for social and organizational 
innovation. The purpose of this dissertation is to find out if and how a refined set of eight 
wisdom-centric design principles could influence future innovations, specifically hybrid 
organizational models in American higher education, and to what extent the explicit use of those 
Wise-by-Design principles could lead to modeling “flourishing adaptive systems.”  
In Chapter III, in order to study the proposed wisdom framework for organizational and 
systems flourishing, I discuss how I used qualitative techniques under the overall umbrella of 
futures research.  This investigation was conducted in the context of a particular sector (higher 
education) and in a particular country (United States of America) with a group of research 
participants considered “experts” by stakeholders in that sector or social system.  
In Chapter IV, I present the qualitative data gathered in detail in each one of the steps of 
the research, including an individual e-mail submission reacting to an article published ten years 
ago, a Real Time Delphi survey, an in-person convening of the entire research panel, and a series 
of follow-up questions after the meeting with some of the panelists.  
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Chapter V covers the analysis and discussion of the research results, both from a higher 
education perspective and a wisdom perspective, including some conclusions and 
recommendations.  Finally, Chapter VI presents the limitations of the study, recommendations 
for future research, and some additional conclusions from my experience as a reflective 
practitioner. 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 
The proposition that wisdom and flourishing could be conceived as interrelated concepts 
at the individual (micro), organizational (mezzo), and system (macro) level is at the core of this 
doctoral dissertation. This chapter reviews the theoretical underpinnings of wisdom as a 
multidimensional human system, as well as the concept of human flourishing, and their 
interpretations beyond the individual, at the organizational and system level. 
The review includes references to a refined set of eight wisdom dimensions that will be 
investigated in this dissertation and a consideration of how scholars have explored these 
dimensions in connection with group-level flourishing. I then review the concepts of 
organizational hybridity as an emergent trend in social and organizational innovation, with 
particular emphasis on the dilemmas associated with hybrid models, and conclude with a 
conceptual framework aimed at guiding prospective "wise design" of social and organizational 
innovations. 
Wisdom and Human Flourishing at the Micro Level: An Individual Perspective 
 
Wisdom is perhaps better characterized as both a journey and a destination (Warm, 
2012).  The primary purpose of the journey, virtuous at its core, appears to be reaching a state of 
“eudaimonia” (characterized in English as “living well” or “human flourishing”) (McKenna & 
Biloslavo, 2011). Using this characterization of wisdom as a journey, however, wisdom is a 
complex concept. In articulating the essential meaning of wisdom, some researchers have 
focused more on “practical wisdom” (phronesis) (Flyvbjerg, 2002), while others believe that it is 
important to keep “eudaimonia” at the center (McKenna & Rooney, 2008), conceiving of 
“sophia” (deliberation concerning universal truths) and “phronesis” (the ability to think about 
how and why we should act in particular situations) as an inseparable tandem.  
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I chose to investigate a refined set of eight dimensions of wisdom among the many that 
have already been identified in scholarly research (Ardelt, 2011; Baltes & Staudinger, 2000; 
Lombardo, 2013; Sternberg, 1990), stemming initially from a five-dimensional framework 
proposed by McKenna (2013) to describe “wise people.” According to McKenna, someone is 
perceived as wise if she uses reason and careful observation, allows the use of non-rational and 
subjective elements, pursues virtuous and humane outcomes, acts in practical ways, and comes 
across as an articulate person. A more exhaustive search of scholarly literature on wisdom in the 
context of organizations led me to add three more dimensions to my particular list, in addition to 
the five proposed by McKenna. First, the ability to detect changing patterns over time (Malan & 
Kriger, 1998), and develop a perspective situated in context in history (Baltes & Staudinger, 
2000) while considering long-term needs and effects (McKenna, 2013). This is what I call “time 
sensitivity.”  Second, according to Sternberg (1990), “Wisdom enables an individual to adapt to 
the tasks of adult life” (p. 8). Adaptability is especially important in the context of organizations 
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Fulmer, 2000; Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986) and systems (De Greene, 
1982; McQuade, 2007). This understanding led me to include “adaptive” as another dimension to 
explore.  Finally, the ability to deal with dilemmas, grasp and reconcile paradoxes and 
contradictions (Bigelow, 1992), and “orchestrate mind and virtue toward human excellence and 
the common good” (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000, p. 132), balancing among multiple personal and 
professional interests and external conditions (Sternberg, 1990), led me to include “balance” as 
the final addition to a refined set of eight wisdom dimensions that I call “Wise by Design.” 
Because wisdom researchers have focused primarily on understanding wisdom at the 
individual level, there are very few academic references to organizational or social system levels. 
McKenna (2013) proposed a tri-stratal framework to research wisdom at those three levels 
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(individual or micro, organizational or mezzo, and social system or macro). There have been 
some studies in the research area known as “wisdom of the crowds” (Surowiecki, 2005) that 
explore how collective knowledge may help resolve specific problems in unexpected or faster 
ways, yet these studies typically focus on decision making and not on virtuous living, and thus 
do not address the entirety of the issue of wisdom in organizational contexts because their 
analysis is limited to the differences between “practical wisdom” versus wisdom as a journey in 
pursuit of higher purpose living.   
Human Flourishing 
 
Seligman (2011) presented a five element theory of flourishing known as PERMA, which 
includes positive affect, engagement with the world, relationships (social and positive), 
meaning/purpose in life, and achievement. Seligman’s theory focuses on the centrality of growth 
in the concept of flourishing; for example, Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary defines 
flourishing as “to grow luxuriantly (thrive); to achieve success (prosper); to be in a state of 
activity or production; to reach a height of development or influence” (Flourishing, n.d.). Other 
positive psychologists have also made flourishing a central concept in their thinking. In 
particular, Keyes and Haidt (2003) incorporate it in a manner that includes a variety of criteria 
that overlap with Seligman, as well as other items. 
Positive psychologists seem to just equate flourishing with psychological well-being, but 
Lombardo (2013) concludes that, from a philosophical perspective, if the “good” is that which 
produces or is equivalent to well-being, then “to flourish or to help others flourish is the good in 
the ethical sense.” 
Lombardo (2013) also connects flourishing with evolution, positing that the ethical good 
needs to align with the nature of reality and reality is dynamic/evolving (as opposed to static), 
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hence the good (or well-being) needs to be dynamic. In his view flourishing is defined as “a 
dynamic, future-directional, holistic concept of well-being and ‘the good’ that aligns with a 
dynamic and directional vision of reality” (Lombardo, 2013, p. 5). The criteria he uses, which 
include Seligman’s (2011), are: 
Directional Growth and Accomplishment/Achievement  
Overall Purpose/Meaning  
Creativity and Transcendence 
Emotionally Positive (Love, Happiness) and Cognitively Expanding (Learning) 
Conscious States 
Physical Health and Environmental Supporting/Interactive Conditions (Social/Cultural, 
Technological, Economic, Naturalistic, Aesthetic)  
Active Engagement with and Contribution to the World - Flourishing Spreads  
Mutually Beneficial Social Functioning and Relationships 
Keyes (2010) makes a distinction between flourishing and languishing—as opposites—
which helps to clarify what flourishing means by describing what it would be like if you were 
not flourishing.  Aristotle incorporated the concept of eudaimonia with the significance of virtue, 
and establishes the connection between wisdom and flourishing. Maxwell (2007) defined 
wisdom as the “capacity to realize what’s of value in life, for self and others,” a characterization 
that is common to various wisdom definitions (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000, p. 126).  Lombardo 
(2013) argued that “what is the good” presumably is realized through wisdom, and concludes 
that the good is flourishing.  
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Wisdom and Human Flourishing at the Mezzo Level: An Organizational Perspective 
 
Organizational wisdom is a relatively new field of research, influenced by the 
epistemological foundations from seven umbrella disciplinary approaches: philosophy, 
psychology / human development (in the case of individuals), sociology, organizational studies 
(OD, industrial psychology), leadership and management studies, business ethics and knowledge 
management/systems thinking. Although most of the work in the area of organizational wisdom 
is conceptual, with clear attempts to establish connections with the aforementioned parent 
disciplines using literature reviews and concept papers, there have been some relevant empirical 
studies in this field. Most empirical research done in organizational wisdom demonstrates a 
major focus on quantitative development of scales to measure organizational wisdom, as well as 
qualitative approaches like case studies, developmental action research, and appreciative inquiry. 
The lack of phenomenological and narrative inquiry studies is noticeable, however, in a field 
with so many interdisciplinary ties to philosophy and psychology.  In addition to that, and in 
order to better understand the effect of wisdom in organizations with increasing number of 
external interdependencies, there is an opportunity to establish links between organizational 
wisdom, complexity theory, and complex adaptive systems research. 
Organizational wisdom has been approached by researchers from different disciplines 
and backgrounds, and subsequently defined using different epistemological and ontological 
foundations. Halverson (2004) defined it as the virtuous habit of decisions and actions that serve 
the common good of the enterprise and its various stakeholders. In a similar vein, Rowley (2006) 
described organizational wisdom as the capacity to put into action the most appropriate behavior 
for an organization, taking into account what is known and the legitimate concerns of its various 
stakeholders. This conception of wisdom as the ability of an organization to connect with the 
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outside is also echoed by other scholars, indicating that a wise organization (A. D. Brown & 
Starkey, 2000) could be described as capable of recreating its identity to align with the changes 
in the external environment. In that context, wise decisions have been described as those that 
enhance the viability of the organization over time, balancing effectively and positively the needs 
of the fullest possible range of stakeholders (Conger & Hooijberg, 2006). To that extent, some 
have even argued that stakeholder theory needs to be revisited from a practical wisdom 
perspective, built as a third way between science and expedience (Freeman, Dunham, & McVea, 
2006).  
The concept that a wisdom-based approach requires that purpose precede profits and that 
an organization remain focused on the common good instead of self-interest (Bartunek & 
Trullen, 2006; Bierly & Kolodinsky, 2006) is broadly discussed by wisdom scholars in the 
context of organizational, managerial, and business ethics and morality (Nyberg, 2008; Provis, 
2010). Lawrence (2007) argued that governance checks and balances mechanisms like those in 
the U.S. Constitution would keep organizations on constructive paths for the common good.   
In many cases it is argued that wisdom-based approaches to strategy better address the 
intricacies of decision-making (Bierly, Kessler, & E. W. Christensen, 2000; Conger & 
Hooijberg,  2006; Durand & Huy, 2008; Lloyd, 2010; Melé, 2010; Provis, 2010; Rooney & 
McKenna, 2007), although not all of them agree whether a “wise decision” is characterized as a 
highly rational process (Prewitt, 2002) or a balance of cognitive, intuitive, and emotional 
elements (Branson, 2010; Roca, 2007; Senge, Scharmer, Jaworski, & Flowers, 2007). 
In the line of rationality and positivism, some see that organizational wisdom is about the 
judgment, selection, and use of specific knowledge for a specific context (Bierly et al., 2000). 
From this point of view, organizational wisdom has been described by some scholars as the 
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intellectual capital of an organization (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Other researchers have 
argued that organizational wisdom is easier to recognize than to practice, and that it is highly 
contextual and sporadic (Nielsen, Edmonson, & Sundstrom, 2007), although it can be developed 
in the organization (Gibson, 2008).  
Burke (2007) introduced the concept of “wise organizational development” as a way of 
doing organizational development (OD) that leads to positive change and employee fulfillment. 
The concept of wise OD has been introduced from two different aesthetic perspectives, 
effectiveness and culture change. In this context, “beautiful outcomes” vs. “ugly outcomes” are 
novel concepts introduced to establish the difference between wise and unwise organizational 
development practices. From a human resources perspective, a wisdom-based approach would 
seek practices and policies that balance the needs of the employees and the employer 
simultaneously (DeNisi & Belsito, 2006). 
A relational practice approach is explored as part of the concept of “process wisdom” 
(Vaill, 2007), proposing that wisdom is an emerging property of relationships, not just 
knowledge or expertise contained, acquired, and developed by individuals. This would indicate 
that, in addition to technical knowledge and expertise, organizations must infuse acceptance, 
empathy, and congruence in order to achieve higher levels of organizational wisdom. This view 
of wisdom as an emergent property in highly interconnected human systems establishes a 
connection with complexity theory and complex adaptive systems that might be worth exploring 
in further research as I have already indicated previously in this review. Others suggested that 
organizational and managerial wisdom is the application to professional pursuits of a deep 
understanding and fundamental capacity for living well (Kessler & Bailey, 2007), which relates 
to the section on professional practice below.  
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De Meyer (2006) made an interesting argument, linking innovation to wisdom in 
organizations, where wisdom can be both an enabler of innovation by allowing participation of 
multiple individuals bringing their knowledge and experiences, or a disabler of innovation by  
shutting down ideas under the excuse of “tried before, didn’t work.” This is a very unique 
argument that has not been explored broadly by other researchers, but nevertheless has great 
potential for adding to our understanding of innovation and change in organizations. 
There is a paradoxical lack of connection with foresight and the future, although some 
scholars (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006) put wisdom and foresight as factors in servant leadership. I 
say paradoxical because there are historical references in the United States such as this statement 
found in an editorial from the Chicago newspaper The Continent (May 13, 1920): “Organization 
that looks forward to its future needs is [a] wise organization.” 
Only a handful of scholars have established connections between wisdom and future 
consciousness (Lombardo, 2007), or described wisdom as knowledge with foresight and sound 
judgment (Leibold et al., 2002). Establishing connections between wisdom and strategic 
foresight seems like another promising area of future research in the context of organizations. 
Finally, very little has been researched empirically about wisdom transfer in connection 
with the challenge of organizational renewal. Hammer (2002) researched the potential leakage of 
wisdom when professionals retire, and concluded that it would be recommendable to design 
strategies aimed at retaining, re-attracting, and spreading the wisdom of retiring professionals. 
Others scholars (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2000) have focused on exploring the use of methods, 
like appreciative inquiry, that could enhance and enable the transfer of organizational wisdom. 
At the level of professional practice, the role that leaders and managers play in bringing, 
developing, and keeping organizational wisdom has been highlighted by several researchers. 
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Jordan and Sternberg (2007) suggested some principles for managers to promote the 
development of wisdom in organizations: dialogical thinking, dialectical thinking, role modeling, 
balance for a common good, and knowledge for good use. 
Some have argued that wisdom as a social construct requires discourse rather than 
obedience, and creativity rather than routine (Pitsis & Clegg, 2007), putting emphasis on the role 
of management education in promoting wisdom by engaging the classics, and finding ideas in 
areas not traditionally covered in management courses, like architecture, philosophy, and the 
arts.  They also suggested that academic research in management should be aimed to critique, 
disrupt, question, and unsettle, in the quest for wisdom. They used the term “wise scholars” to 
define those who seek to be complexity enhancers, not reducers, which contrasts with 
management principles of order, control, and simplification. This point of view thus challenges 
the aforementioned argument that wisdom could in some cases also act as a potential disabler of 
innovation. 
Fukami (2006) posited that wisdom cannot be taught, but it can certainly be developed by 
using certain pedagogical choices, like cooperative learning, measuring learning outcomes, 
practical experience beyond classrooms, and using integrated curricula and team teaching. In 
fact, some scholars have even proposed specific tactics aimed to develop practical wisdom 
(Bassett, 2011), like exposing students to perplexing problems and dilemmas, discussing issues 
related to the common good, reading about wise leaders, wisdom witnessing, using role models 
(and being one), honoring experience by reflecting on it, making amends, seeing everything as a 
story, realizing that hardly anything is only one thing and keeping focus on what matters. 
McKenna and Rooney (2008) believe that wisdom is more than knowledge; its 
acquisition is elusive and arduous; it legitimates aspects of affect as contributing to sound 
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judgment; and it is difficult to train for wisdom, although it can be induced in propitious 
circumstances, as mentioned earlier in this review (Fukami, 2006). 
Aesthetics is a dimension of wisdom that cannot be found in many academic papers, 
neither theoretically nor empirically, dealing with the affective aspects of acting wisely. Boyatzis 
(2006) and Burke (2007) connect wisdom in the context of an organization with social and 
emotional intelligence, while others make explicit reference to developing an aesthetic capacity 
to articulate insights (McKenna et al., 2009).   
In the American Machinist (Calder, 1919), I found the following definition of a wise 
organization: 
The primary object of organization is to bring brainy men together, for work and action. 
A wise organization seeks and encourages men of ambition. It believes that the ambitious 
man is not necessarily dangerous. It knows that success demands an aggregation of strong 
individualities, free to contribute their quota of wisdom, but loyally subordinating their 
individual preferences to the general policy once declared. (p. 936) 
 
Wisdom researchers mentioned in this review have found evidence against this 
affirmation, showing that a wise organization is much more than a collection of smart and 
ambitious individuals. A wise organization is underpinned by multiple orientations, like genetic 
diversity, organizational ideology, organizational dualism, organizational coupling, and strategic 
play (Sun, Scott, & McKie, 2005). 
It is worth concluding this review by examining one of the most recent frameworks to 
describe wise people at individual level.  McKenna (2013) proposed five principles that provide 
a comprehensive model that could be applied to both professional practice and organizational 
levels:  
1.  Wisdom is based on reason and careful observation 
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  Wise people make careful observations to establish facts and logical deductive 
explanations. 
  Wise people evaluate the salience and truth-value of logical propositions when 
applying reason to decision-making by questioning the underlying categories. 
2.  Wise people appropriately allow for non-rational and subjective elements when making 
decisions. 
  Wise people know that our senses and gut instinct need to be listened to. 
  Wise people respect and draw upon tradition. 
  Wise people understand that life is contingent on various factors many of which 
we can’t control, and also that place and history affect our possibilities. 
  Wise people seriously consider long-term needs and effects, and so act 
strategically. 
Although McKenna’s (2013) second proposition seems to contradict the first and most 
rational one, most scholars cited in this literature review agreed with the concept of “balancing” 
the cognitive aspects of wisdom with elements of emotional intelligence and intuition. While 
most people prefer certainty and avoid dissonance, wise people, especially those in charge of 
managing situations, have a capacity to deal effectively with uncertainty. Wise people are aware 
that life is contingent, constructed from various perspectives, meaning-dependent, and situated in 
context and history (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000).  Organizations see this as the ability “to detect 
the changing patterns in organizations over time” (Malan & Kriger, 1998, p. 247).  This “ability 
to grasp and reconcile the paradoxes, changes, and contradictions of human nature” (Bigelow, 
1992, p. 146) is key in this proposition. 
3. Wisdom is directed to humane and virtuous outcomes. 
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This proposition is mainly based on Aristotle’s view of wisdom as the outcome of virtue 
(Aristotle, 1984), and more recently reflected in Sternberg’s Balance Theory of Wisdom with 
virtue at the core. 
4. Wise people and wise actions are practical. 
Once again, McKenna (2013) reminded us what Aristotle said about phronesis, one of the 
variations of wisdom, as being essentially practical. A wise person has knowledge of “the 
fundamental pragmatics of life,” which provides the basis for prudence.  For Aristotle, a prudent 
person is “one who is able to deliberate well concerning what is good and expedient for 
himself…which are good and expedient for living well [in general]” (Aristotle, 1984). 
5. Wisdom is articulate, aesthetic, and intrinsically rewarding.  
McKenna (2013) asserted that wise people must be able to articulate their wisdom. From an 
organizational point of view, the wise manager would be able to “interact with people all the 
time and continually pick up clues and meaning from these interactions” (Malan & Kriger, 
1998). 
His wisdom model places eudaimonic outcomes (McKenna et al., 2009) at the core of a 
philosophy of life. The Aristotelian notion of eudaimonia is not so much happiness as a mood or 
feeling: it is best seen as “human flourishing” (Seligman, 2011) or “well-being” since these 
terms capture the active and objective sense of eudaimonia far better than “happiness” does. 
Eudaimonia is expressed “not merely in fine action but in fine emotions as well” (Sherman, 
1997). Many organizations appreciate a “technē” approach to their existence, based on 
functionality (Dunne, 1997). On the other hand, wise action “is the ability to find some action in 
particular circumstances which the agent can see as the virtuous thing to do” (Hughes, 2001). 
Flyvbjerg (2004) has already introduced the notion of phronesis as the core of organizational 
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theory and planning. He proposes that practical wisdom, phronesis, is a process that balances 
instrumental rationality, based on episteme and technē, with value-rationality. To be wise, 
organizations need to be reflexive when analyzing objectives, values, and interests, rather than 
rely on knowledge and functionality.  
McKenna et al. (2009) argue that if organizational studies intersect with such areas as 
positive psychology, then it is more likely that organizational wisdom will be considered within 
the broader context of people's lives outside of the workplace. In that sense, there are challenges 
that have been barely explored, like the technification of society outside work and its influence in 
personal, professional, and organizational wisdom, or the effects of marginalization and diversity 
in organizational wisdom. 
The predominant use of literature reviews over empirical studies reveals both the 
incipient stage of inquiry in the field of organizational wisdom and the need to take research 
work outside the laboratory, as some academics have already pointed out (Baltes & Smith, 
2008), due to the strong correlations of wisdom and practice. The few empirical studies found in 
this search have approached the topic mostly from a quantitative paradigm, focusing on scale 
development (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Limas, 2004), survey instruments (Limas & Hansson, 
2004) and correlational analysis (Moberg, 2008). The absence of qualitative approaches, in 
particular case studies and phenomenological research, presents an opportunity for future 
researchers. I would argue that research designs based on mixed methods could be extremely 
effective, in particular those with a dominant QUAL paradigm (concurrent and/or sequential). 
This approach would allow researchers to adequately explore the holistic and multidimensional 
human experience of wisdom, including ethical, cognitive, intuitive, practical, and aesthetical 
dimensions. 
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Current advances in complexity theory and research of Complex Adaptive Systems 
(CAS) could lead to interesting findings in the potential relation between wisdom and the 
professional practice of leadership, particularly when it comes down to decision-making in 
environments with high levels of uncertainty, interconnectivity, and change.  
Wise Organization Design and Development to Achieve a Higher Purpose 
 
Although organizational wisdom scholars have begun to describe what a “wise 
organization” and “organizational wisdom” could “be,” there is a gap in the literature about 
“how to become” a wise organization. In other words, a consideration of how wisdom 
dimensions can be applied to organization design and development.  Can organizations be 
designed in a way that their behavior and outcomes could be seen as wise by others in their 
social system? Could a higher purpose, like flourishing of self and others, together with a set of 
wisdom-centered design principles, provide the necessary elements to design and develop an 
organization that “senses and responds” consistently in a “wise way”?    
This research focused on a refined set of eight dimensions of wisdom applied to 
organizations, and the concept of flourishing of self and others as a higher purpose at those eight 
levels: 1. cognitive/rational, 2. intuitive, 3. practical, 4. ethical, 5. balanced, 6. adaptive, 7. time-
sensitive, and 8. aesthetic. 
There is a deep well of academic research (figure 2.1) studying each one of these 
dimensions separately in the context of organizations, yet I posit there is a gap in understanding 
how they are invoked and applied by experts when asked how to put organizations on the path to 
a higher purpose of flourishing self and others. I refer to these monolithic views of the 
organization as “single-lens” perspectives. In the following paragraphs, I will review the basic 
tenets of the eight perspectives.  
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Figure 2.1. Dimensions of Wise by Design in organizational research. 
Organizations From a Single-Lens Perspective 
  
Learning organization. Although the study of learning in organizations emerged in the 
1970s (Argyris & Schon, 1978), it was Peter Senge (1990) who popularized the concept of 
“learning organization” from a perspective of systems thinking, where individuals see their roles 
as part of a whole, and emphasized five interrelated disciplines: personal mastery, mental 
models, team learning, shared vision and systems thinking itself.  Garvin (2000) provided 
guidelines for how organizations could assess if they fit the mold of a “learning organization” by 
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asking themselves if they have a learning agenda, if they accept dissenting voices in their work, 
if they act to avoid repeated mistakes, and if they act on what they already know. Daft (2009) 
describes a learning organization as one where “everyone is engaged in identifying and solving 
problems, enabling the organization to continuously experiment, improve, and increase its 
capability” (p. 596). Going beyond the walls of the organization, some scholars began to 
introduce the influence of the external environment and other organizations (Levitt & March, 
1988) in the actual learning and adaptation process of the organization. Practitioners and 
business leaders who were exploring different learning models in knowledge-intensive industries 
in the late 1980s (Stata, 1989) were in part the inspiration for this field of organizational 
research. Many scholars until then had approached learning in organizations as a field of study 
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Levitt & March, 1988; Weick, 1969) but Senge’s 
more prescriptive view of the organizational processes and elements to be considered a “learning 
organization” opened the door for a discussion about a potential dichotomy (Easterby-Smith, 
Araujo,&  Burgoyne, 1999) between “organizational learning” and “learning organization” as 
two separate streams. Some tried to bring both together under the concept of organizations as 
learning systems (Nevis, DiBella, & Gould, 1997; Starkey, 1996). Others began to discuss how 
learning organizations would not only need new knowledge, but also adapt in unique new ways 
(Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986) that resembled more agile self-organization patterns than previous 
rigid top-down approaches.  For Cavaleri (2008), the learning organization is simply “the 
instantiation of organizational learning” (p. 484). 
Intuitive organization. This single-lens view of organizations as “intuitive” does not 
appear to be of interest in scholarly research to the same degree that “learning” has been, 
although some renowned scholars have dedicated focused efforts on the analysis of intuition at 
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the individual level in the context of organizational life (Agor, 1983, 1989, 1991), particularly 
professional and managerial intuition (Hodgkinson, Sadler-Smith, Burke, Claxton, & Sparrow, 
2009; Simon, 1987). It is at this micro level of individual intuition where some scholars started to 
pay attention at the space in between rational and intuitive decision making or “quasi-
rationality”, which led to the development of the “cognitive continuum theory” or CCT 
(Hammond, 1978) with six modes of inquiry that go from scientific experiment to the other end 
of the spectrum, intuition.  The potential of Hammond’s CCT framework in understanding 
complex decision making has been further explored in research studies in practice areas as 
diverse as nursing or management (Dhami & Thompson, 2012).   
Practical/pragmatic organization. There have been conceptual studies questioning 
whether a learning organization can be a pragmatic one (Cavaleri, 2008), concluding that some 
organizations’ focus on performance makes them “pragmatic” by aligning their learning 
processes to achieving results in a very instrumental way, following Dewey’s pragmatism 
school. Some believe that organizations that are pragmatic are, by definition, impermanent 
(Weick, 2012), as they attempt to enact an environment that responds with real action what they 
know.  That is a direct response to the litmus test that Garvin (2000) proposed for organizations 
to be considered “learning organizations”: we know they learned if they act upon their 
knowledge. Interestingly, from that perspective, a “learning organization” that acts would 
become a “pragmatic organization.” In that sense, references to the connections between 
knowing, learning and practice (Nicolini, Gherardi, & Yanow, 2003) have brought to the 
spotlight the need to reinforce the interrelations between knowledge and action.  
Balanced organization. References to a “balanced organization” can be found in the 
context of alignment of resources with goals using tools like the “balanced scorecard” (Kaplan, 
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Kaplan, & Norton, 1996; Olve, Roy, Wetter, & Tillman, 1998) or the whole area of work-life 
balance, dealing with the issues of balancing of career and family (Kofodimos, 1993). An 
interesting theory is the one developed by University of Wisconsin-Madison’s scholar Pascale 
Carayon (1993, 1994, 2006, 2009) known as the Balanced Theory of Job Design for Stress 
Reduction, aimed at designing work systems from an ergonomic point of view. His work with 
Smith (Carayon & Smith, 2000) led to the proposition that participation of all stakeholders and 
learning at all levels are necessary to achieve a “balanced organization.” 
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Ethical organization. There is a very well developed academic field of organizational 
ethics. Collier (2009) proposed a theoretical framework and argued that ethics at the 
organizational level is about understanding the organization as a collective moral agent. In her 
framework, she differentiates the good from the right, yet both must be present. There is a very 
noticeable push in her framework to introduce “purpose” as a very relevant and intentional 
element that must be defined in terms of excellence. Wickham and Donohue (2012) introduced 
the concept of Ethical Intelligence as an individual attribute beyond ethical maturity that 
comprises cognitive, moral, social and emotional intelligence. From this individual concept, they 
map key attributes for the ethically intelligent organization: an ethically infused organizational 
infrastructure, a policy to hire and retain ethically intelligent employees, and an ethical climate. 
In many cases, the need to develop and operationalize an organizational code of conduct is seen 
as a critical component (Archer, Elder, Hustedde, Milam, & Joyce, 2008; Verbos, Gerard, 
Forshey, Harding, & Miller, 2007) of an ethical organization.   Procario-Foley and Bean (2002) 
have posited that higher education institutions that operate with high ethical standards and make 
explicit references to them in their mission statement will be seen by ethical organizations as 
sources of ideal “raw material” from a human resources perspective.  
Adaptive organization. The ability to adapt at organizational and system levels has 
piqued the interest of scholars in diverse areas like leadership and change, organizations and 
systems. Fulmer (2000) posits that organizations are more like complex biological systems, and 
in order to thrive they must follow a path of continual adaptation, making an explicit connection 
to learning as critical step in all their processes. A very interesting emergent field known as 
“cognitive economics” explores conceptual models from cognitive science and their application 
in economics, markets and organizational dynamics. McQuade (2007) makes a unique 
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contribution by creating a model for what he calls “adaptive classifying system” derived from 
Hayek’s work (1952) that describes the human brain as a complex adaptive system. In 
McQuade’s model, a system is adaptive when changes in a manner that allows it to preserve its 
structural cohesion as a result of the interaction with the environment, arguing that adaptation 
leads to gradual modifications of the internal structure by virtue of learning from those 
interactions and building up the internal repertoire of useful responses for each situation.  
O’Reilly and Tushman (2008) introduced the concept of “organizational ambidexterity” as a way 
to describe the ability of an organization to be strategically flexible and adapt to constant change, 
described as continuity/discontinuity states. 
De Greene (1982) makes a very relevant contribution in connection with this dissertation, 
providing not only a comprehensive set of concepts and tools for practitioners interested in 
organizations as systems, but at the core of his proposition is the view that “organizational crisis 
will continue to increase in frequency, variety, number of different sources, magnitude and 
intensity, and integration and amplification of isolated and small disturbances into large fields of 
crises” (p. 35).  With this view in mind, De Greene claims that organizations have no choice but 
to be adaptive, using models that integrate multiple disciplines and contemplate a holistic 
interaction with their ever changing environment. His cybernetic model of inputs, processing and 
outputs applied to designing adaptive organizations is highly aligned with the proposed 
theoretical wise-by-design approach in this dissertation.  
Foresight organization. Although the approach to the dimension of time-sensitivity that 
this dissertation attempts to establish is not frequently found in organizational or systems 
literature (a holistic perspective on the relevance of past, present and future), there are pertinent 
references to foresight as a not so frequently observed skill in organizations. In the same line of 
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scholars interested in adaptive capacities of organizations, future researchers (Becker, 2002; 
Rohrbeck, 2011) are interested in the foresight capacities of organizations to anticipate future 
trends and manage its resources for optimal response in an uncertain future. Battistella and De 
Toni (2010) posited that embedding foresight techniques and developing a foresight culture 
could add strategic value in guiding companies innovate and thrive in an increasingly complex 
and uncertain future. The combination of corporate foresight and innovation management 
techniques has been proposed (von der Gracht, Vennemann, & Darkow, 2010) as functional 
skills that organizations could successfully embed in their operation to better prepare for the 
challenges of the future. 
Aesthetic organization. There was a much less frequent mention of organizations as 
“aesthetic,” yet there is an emergent field dedicated to the study of organizational aesthetics. In 
an attempt to provide a systematic view of this field, Strati (2000) provides a categorization 
based on physical objects, spaces, images and artistic approaches to management, while Linstead 
and Höpfl (2000) provide a more conceptual approach to aesthetic theory, processes and impact 
on organizational change. A few years later, Taylor and Hansen (2005) criticized these views as 
lacking analytical insight, and provided a new categorization for the research of organizational 
aesthetics based on a two-by-two matrix with two axes, method and content. Methods are 
categorized under intellectual or artistic, while content is classified as instrumental or aesthetic. 
This matrix enables the researcher to more consciously approach organizational aesthetics when 
methods and content differ. Kersten (2008) used critical aesthetics to discuss what she calls “the 
beautiful organization”, focusing on how notions like beauty, truth and ethics are constructed in 
organizations, and the impact of individual and collective images of organizational beauty, and 
the consequences of operationalizing as it pertains to ethics. Carr and Hancock (2003) compiled 
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a collection organized in three distinctive parts: aesthetics as a way of knowing, work as an 
aesthetically oriented activity, and critical engagements with aesthetics at work. It is in this 
context when the authors alert of the peril of reducing aesthetics to become another tool, rather 
than providing the space for the organization to flourish. Finally, there is a group of scholars 
investigating what they call “aesthetic intelligence” (Mucha, 2008) and the role that it could play 
in organizations. For them, an aesthetic organization uses aesthetic intelligence to process inputs 
through an artistic mindset, converting them to outcomes through a process of artful 
conversation, creating a script that tells a story, and directing all organizational resources to 
execute an authentic performance aimed at achieving the outcomes. 
Flourishing Systems 
 
Organizational, group, and system flourishing are concepts that began to appear in 
positive organizational scholarship (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003; Roberts, 2006). In 
response to Fineman’s (2006) critique  of the positive movement, Roberts (2006) views the 
positive movement and reminds us about the multiple facets of an organization, arguing that 
considering the tensions of positive and negative is as important as emphasizing the positive.  
As I mentioned earlier, although Seligman (2011), Keyes (2010), and Lombardo (2013) 
approached individual flourishing from different perspectives, Lombardo established a strong 
connection between wisdom as a multifaceted approach to flourishing at an individual level, 
leaving open the question whether a wisdom-centered approach to organizational scholarship 
could open new research avenues to understanding group flourishing.   
Human flourishing has also been approached by chaos and complexity scholars 
Fredrickson and Losada (2005), who argue that “human flourishing at larger scales (e.g., groups) 
shows a similar structure and process to human flourishing at smaller scales (e.g., individuals)” 
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(p. 10). They go on to identify four key components—goodness,  generativity, growth, and 
resilience—as pillars to describe a state that a social system can reach based and propose the 
following definition: “To flourish means to live within an optimal range of human functioning, 
one that connotes goodness, generativity, growth, and resilience” (p. 678). The state of 
flourishing, and languishing,  as defined by a threshold of positivity ratios in those four 
dimensions, led to the development of the “Losada line” (Losada, 1999), and has been used as a 
reference in empirical research in areas like sentiment analysis of communities (Danowski, 
2012) to correlate perceptions of system flourishing with group performance.  
Adaptive Systems: The Sense-and-Respond Model 
 
As I have already mentioned, McQuade (2007) and De Greene (1982) made important 
contributions to the field of adaptive systems. Both make references to Hayek’s important 
cognitive theory (1952) where he describes a model that adapts by interacting with the 
environment through a sensory apparatus that collects and classifies stimuli and responses as 
knowledge. This Hayekian sensory order seems to be the precursor of a new organizational 
paradigm known as “sense-and-respond,” in direct contrast of conventional “command and 
control” forms of managing the organization. 
The paradigm of command-and-control that so long dominated organizations and 
management practices has been challenged with a new vision that organizations could be seen as 
complex adaptive systems so they can better adapt to the unpredictable and increasingly complex 
environments that surround them. Haeckel (1999) refers to “sense-and-respond” as the new 
paradigm that allows organizations thrive in discontinuous change, requiring substantial 
leadership and management shifts to move away from corporate “make and sell” attitudes, 
structures and cultures. The role that technology would play in enabling organizations to 
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systematically cope with wide and unpredicted swings in the marketplace was also at the core of 
Haeckel’s vision, together with fundamental accountabilities of leadership to create the necessary 
context, commitment and staffing.  
The sense-and-respond model (also known as SaR, S-R or S&R) has been further 
explored by computational experts (Chandy, 2010; Kapoor et al., 2005) and adopted by public 
serving organizations like city governments (Ramnath & Landsbergen, 2005) and healthcare 
providers (Gonnering, 2011) as a way to adapt to citizens and stakeholders’ needs rather than 
focusing on “make and sell” management styles.  
Lissack (2002) posited that complexity will lead the systems of the future to self-organize 
in order to sense and respond to our needs. It is this exponential increase in complexity and 
uncertainty that led to the development of new approaches to manage and control time-sensitive 
business processes using technology.  Schiefer and Seufert (2005) have studied how technology 
allows organizational systems to implement sense and respond loops for business critical and 
real time needs. Mathiassen and Vainio (2007) provided a sense-and-respond framework aimed 
at small firms, referencing the concept of ‘organizational agility’ described in a seminal book by 
Goldman, Nagel, and Preiss (1995)  as the capacity of an organization to thrive and prosper in 
environments that require rapid response to unanticipated change. 
Focus of This Research: Institutions of Higher Education 
 
The dynamics of wise organizational adaptations to change and complexity vary by 
sector and type of organization. In choosing a sector that would provide context for the research 
studies proposed in this dissertation, I have chosen American higher education, as it presents an 
opportunity to connect both my scholar and practitioner perspectives. Hence I will review the 
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present state of American higher education and current challenges for its institutions, as well as 
some possible future adaptations. 
Higher Education in the United States of America 
 
At the time of doing this research, the US higher education system enrolls approximately 
21 million students a year, ages 18-64, and the estimations are that those numbers will skyrocket 
over the next decade.  Critics argue that the system is failing, due to the low overall national 
post-secondary attainment rates: only 64 million Americans held a post-secondary degree in 
2011, 38.7% of the 165 million people between the ages of 25 and 64 (Lumina Foundation, 
2013). In the most conservative scenario, the system will be expected to serve an estimated 24 
million students a year, a 15% increase between 2010 and 2021 (NCES, 2013). As reported by 
the Chronicle of Higher Education (2013), “per-student spending on education from state and 
local sources fell to less than $5,900 in the 2012 fiscal year, a 9.1-percent decrease from 2011 
and a quarter-century low for the third consecutive year” (p. 1). However, according to an annual 
report from the association of State Higher Education Executive Officers (2012), net tuition 
made up almost 50 percent of public institutions’ costs in 2012, an increase of more than 6% 
from the previous year.  This is the first time in the last 40 years that the United States has 
reached this historical threshold in which students pay more for public higher education than 
states do. Meanwhile, annual household income has been reported to decline 10% in the last 10 
years (NCES, 2012) while the unemployment rate has started to come down from its highest 
point of 9.6% reached in 2010  (BLS, 2013).   
Public and Private Models of Higher Education 
 
The latest report from the National Center for Education Statistics in the US indicates that 
there were 6,742 institutions of post-secondary education participating in the federal student 
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financial aid program known as Title IV, out of which 4,495 were degree-granting institutions. 
Of those, 2,774 are 4-year colleges and 1,721 are 2-year colleges. The remaining 2,247 
institutions are not degree-granting (NCES, 2011). The federal system of student financial aid 
does not qualify an institution as public or private. Public institutions are those financially 
supported by their state, also known as “state universities”, instituted in the Morrill Land-Grant 
Colleges Act and the subsequent Morrill Act of 1890. Meanwhile, on a parallel track of 
American education history, community colleges emerged as an evolution of junior colleges, 
with the first public two-year college being funded in 1901 (Phillippe & Patton, 2000).  Today, 
there are 1,132 community colleges of which 986 are public.  
Although public institutions of post-secondary education have increasingly diversified 
their sources of revenue, state and local appropriations and student tuition still constitute the 
largest proportion of their finances (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). The original intent of 
providing public land and subsidies to institutions to bring higher education to the people of the 
state as a price they could afford has been challenged by the aforementioned declines in public 
funding, while demand keeps going up.  
In 2013, the four distinct types of institutions that constitute the so known “four sectors” 
in American higher education were divided into public (15%), private nonprofit (36%), private 
for-profit (27%), and community colleges (22%). (National Association of Independent Colleges 
and Universities, 2013).  Dividing the distribution into public and private, disregarding  the two 
versus four-year degree distinction, the United States has 37% public institutions and 63% 
private institutions, yet 15 million students are served by the public sector, while the remaining 
six million students are served by the private sector (Department of Education, 2012). 
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Another distinction within the private types of institutions is whether it is established as a 
nonprofit (NFP) or a for-profit (FP) entity. Both types are eligible for participation in the federal 
student financial aid Title IV program, as well as for accreditation. The differences are mainly in 
the regulatory rules. NFP entities are allowed to issue tax-exempt bonds, accept tax-deductible 
contributions and do not pay property, sales, or income taxes. FP entities can generate funds and 
pay taxes. In terms of enrollment, out of the six million students served by private institutions, 
2.1 million students were served by FP and 3.9 million were attending NFP institutions. Of those 
2.1 million served by FP, approximately 1.8 million were attending degree-granting institutions. 
It is important to realize that FP institutions had 366,000 students enrolled in 2000 (College 
Board, 2013), representing a growth from 3% to 9% of all students served in America. The 
increase was more significant in sub-baccalaureate degree levels (certificates and two-year 
degrees), where FP award 17% of the total of associate degrees in the country.   
These models are subject to different types of pressures. The National Association of 
State Budget Officers issued a report (2013) positing that “the current way of funding public 
higher education is not sustainable” and stating that “tighter state resources, rising costs, high 
tuition rates and other factors make the current model of financing public higher education 
unsustainable. The present system may have worked well in past decades, but fiscal changes at 
the federal and state levels, as well as private market changes, make reform necessary” (p. 7). In 
that report (National Association of State Budget Officers, 2013, p. 1) the recommendations 
made were: 
-Focus more funding on incentives to improve performance and results. Performance 
funding approaches can help further align university missions with public goals. They can 
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also improve the use of data to target investment and monitor student performance, 
retention, and other key outcomes. 
- Limit tuition and fee increases. Student tuition policies in public institutions should be 
based on a shared understanding of the appropriate role for tuition in relation to student 
costs and benefits, and not just on what the market will bear. 
- Create incentives for expanding access. State and higher education officials can work 
together to increase postsecondary access and degree attainment by strengthening need-
based grant aid programs, encouraging institutions to educate and graduate low-income 
and at-risk students, and investing more in vocational and technical education. 
- Develop useful information about higher education spending and results. States and 
institutions can work toward a consensus on how to account for spending, revenues, and 
accountability measures in higher education, and share this information with one another 
and with the public. 
- Increase value, productivity, and efficiency. Colleges must control rising costs through 
consolidation, streamlining, and leveraging technologies.   
On the other hand, the recognition of a more prominent role of private higher education, 
being analyzed by scholars all around the world (Kinser & Levy, 2006), is accompanied by 
criticism of marketization and commercialization of the education enterprise and privatization of 
outcomes (Marginson, 2007) that were meant to be considered “public goods.”  Private 
institutions are priced two to four times more expensive than public institutions (College Board, 
2013) in the United States, bringing considerable attention to the issues of accessibility and 
affordability to higher education opportunities (Usher & Medow, 2010; Zusman, 2005), 
particularly for middle and low income families.  
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Management Models in the Public Sector 
 
In the 1980s there was a current of reforms in the public sector, mainly in Europe and 
Australia, called NPM, focused primarily on addressing efficiency, legitimacy and participation 
issues in state-governed processes (Boston, Martin, Pallet, & Walsh, 1996). These reforms 
included bringing private sector practices in areas of management, sourcing and customer 
orientation. Although NPM reforms are still strong, they have been blamed for an increasing 
fragmentation and weakening of the public sector, leading to a 1990s second wave of reforms 
known as post-NPM.  Post-NPM included a series of measures aimed at getting central capacity 
and control back, while asking for more cross-sectoral collaboration (T. Christensen & Lægreid, 
2008). The applications of these reforms in the context of higher education have been analyzed 
in scholarly work. Yamamoto (2004, 2012) has criticized the corporatization of Japanese 
universities, and the pressure of that government in demand for higher efficiencies. Ramirez 
(2006) problematized the apparent need for a more rational approach to management of 
universities, while C. M. Christensen and Eyring (2011) warned about the potential impact in 
relation to the level of autonomy as post-NPM reforms seem to require a higher central control 
from the state. 
Hybrid Entities in the Social Sector 
 
In the last 20 years, America has lived the gradual emergence of hybrid structures that 
link charitable purposes with business methods in a low-profit entity organized primarily to 
engage in socially beneficial activities as opposed to maximizing income. There are several legal 
forms available in the United States, being L3C and B Corp the two leading choices available to 
social entrepreneurs, in addition to conventional structures like cooperative, corporation, limited 
liability company, partnership, proprietorship, and nonprofit (Center for Cooperatives, 2013). 
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L3C: Low Profit Limited Liability Company 
 
An L3C is a low-profit limited liability legal form for social enterprise, a variation of the 
Limited Liability Company (LLC) available in some states in the USA. An L3C vehicle could 
attract by that structural choice foundation, private capital, and corporate resources (Galpin & 
Greg Bell, 2010).  
The L3C (Low-profit Limited Liability Company) is not a nonprofit. It is a for-profit 
venture that under its state charter must have a primary goal of performing a socially beneficial 
purpose not maximizing income (Americans for Community Development, 2010). The 
legislation was specifically written to dovetail with the federal IRS regulations relevant to 
Program Related Investments (PRIs) by foundations. The L3C facilitates PRI investment without 
the need for IRS private letter rulings. It also facilitates layered investing with the PRI usually 
taking first risk position thereby taking much of the risk out of the venture for other investors in 
more secure positions. In some cases various government grants or investment by nonprofits 
other than foundations can assume the first risk position. The rest of the investment levels 
become more attractive to commercial investment by improving the credit rating and thereby 
lowering the cost of capital. It is particularly favorable to equity investment. Because the 
foundations take the highest risk at little or no return, it essentially turns the venture capital 
model on its head and gives many social enterprises a low enough cost of capital that they are 
able to be self-sustainable. It seems to be a good vehicle for economic development, medical 
research, operation of social service agencies, museums, concert venues, schools, housing, and 
any other activity with both a charitable purpose and a revenue stream. It can be used to 
consolidate a group of activities, some of which will earn significant revenue while some will 
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earn very little and or even lose significant amounts of money, and use the total revenue to keep 
the overall L3C revenue positive and achieve the social benefits. 
The L3C was built on the LLC structure in order to provide the flexibility of membership 
and organization needed to cover a wide variety of social enterprise situations while including 
the liability protection of a corporation. It is a concept that is very easy for lawyers and laymen 
alike to grasp since it does not create a totally new structure but merely amends the definition 
section of the  LLC acts in most states. That leaves more than 15 years of legislation and 
litigation that is behind the LLC intact behind the L3C. At the time of writing this dissertation, 
nine states and two Indian Nations had enacted L3C legislation. 
Benefit Corporations 
  
Under the same principle of social enterprise, a non-profit entity known as B Lab 
launched in 2006 an effort to support a certification process for purpose-driven private 
enterprises formed to create benefit for all stakeholders, not only shareholders (B Lab, 2013) 
That effort was later supplemented with two additional efforts, one aimed at passing legislation  
to create and recognize a new type of corporation known as “benefit corporation” aligned with 
the principles of purpose-driven social enterprise, and the creation of a ratings agency to provide 
investors tools to analyze the social impact of their investments, with the same rigor as they 
already analyze financial risk and return. 
At the time of writing this dissertation there were 807 B Corporations in 27 countries and 
60 different industries. The Benefit Corporation legislation had been enacted in 20 states, and 
legislation was being introduced in 16 more (B Lab, 2014).  
Tax and Legal Status of Hybrid Entities 
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Although there are currently no fiscal advantages for investors in these types of social 
business forms, efforts are being made by the nonprofit organizations behind these efforts to 
advance their models even further. 
Americans for Community Development, the 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization behind the 
L3C model, has elected a federal strategy, writing the Philanthropic Facilitation Act (H.R. 2832) 
that was introduced by Rep. Cory Gardner (R-CO) and co-sponsored by Rep. Jared Polis (D-CO) 
in the House of Representatives of the 113th Congress of the United States. This proposal 
amends the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow private foundations invest in L3C entities 
using Program Related Investments (PRI) and count them as part of their yearly expenditures. At 
the time of writing this dissertation, this bill was assigned to a congressional committee on     
July 25, 2013, which “will consider it before possibly sending it on to the House or Senate as a 
whole” (GovTrack.us, 2013). 
B Lab, the 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization behind the B Corporation Certification and 
Benefit Corporation structure, has been more successful in their state-by-state expansion model, 
in an outreach effort that not only got enacted legislation in 20 states, but also adding Delaware 
as a key state in the country where there is no corporate income tax for companies formed in that 
state but do not transact business there and where shareholders, directors and officers do not need 
to be residents of Delaware. In an opinion column, the governor of that state (Markell, 2013) 
indicated that the creation of “public benefit corporations is a powerful, no cost, market-based 
solution to the systemic problem of short termism and an innovative approach to using market 
forces to solve our most challenging problems.”  
Organizational Hybridity and Its Prospects in Higher Education 
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American higher education has been described by historians as an evolutionary system 
with its own momentum (Cohen, 2007). As aforementioned, at the time of writing this 
dissertation, there were approximately 7,000 post-secondary institutions that accept student 
federal financial aid, of which approximately 4,600 were degree-granting institutions and the 
remaining were non-degree granting (NCES, 2012), both non-profit and for-profit types. This 
diversity has been recognized and described by the Carnegie Foundation in a series of 
taxonomies known as “Carnegie Classifications.” Although the complexity of the system has led 
Carnegie Foundation to compile and publish six all-inclusive taxonomies or “lenses” on how to 
analyze the different types of degree-granting institutions, the system keeps growing and 
expanding with education suppliers that do not fall under any of these categories. It is estimated 
that approximately 700,000 students, in addition to the 22 million aforementioned, are being 
served by new proprietary institutions that are neither degree-granting nor are eligible for Title 
IV federal student financial aid.  
Organizational and higher education scholars have recently demonstrated an interest in 
whether different types of models have led higher learning institutions to develop differentiated 
practices, processes, and cultures. Some authors find value in considering hybrid institutional 
roadmaps (Carpenter & Bach, 2011) that would capitalize on the strengths of the different 
models.  
Tensions between two opposite modus operandi and sets of values—public vs. private, 
nonprofit vs. for-profit, in-person vs. online—have been portrayed as “unstable” and 
“challenging,” while at the same time considered a “potential solution to complex dilemmas in 
modern societies” (Gulbrandsen, 2011, p. 7) when hybrid structures have been established in 
certain contexts of academic enterprise, like research institutes.  Researchers dealing with the 
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issue of “polarities” in critical theory and social change have developed theoretical frameworks 
based on polarity pairs (Benet, 2013; B. Johnson, 1996) that could add value to the discussion of 
hybrid organizational design in higher education. This type of model, like the one on figure 2.2, 
presents a series of elements in pairs as fundamental dilemmas with polarities that need to be 
managed in a way that maximizes the positive aspects of each polarity element and minimizes 
the negative ones.   
 
Figure 2.2. The Polarities of Democracy Model. Reprinted from “Managing The 
Polarities of Democracy: A Theoretical Framework for Positive Social Change,” by W. J. 
Benet, 2013. The Journal of Social Change, 5(1), p. 31. Copyright 2013 by Walden 
University. Reprinted with permission (see Appendix A). 
 
Researchers of organizational hybridity have developed similar models to evaluate 
dimensions that may impact hybrid models in their overall approach.  The “great dichotomy” of 
public vs. private (Bobbio, 1989) has been used as a polarity base to create a 10-dimensional 
framework (Karré, 2012) organized in three major categories where these dimensions can be 
seen as either public or private: 
Structure and activities 
 Legal form 
 Ownership 
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 Activities 
 Funding 
 Market environment 
Strategy and culture 
 Strategic orientation 
 Value orientation 
Governance and politics 
 Relationship with political principal 
 Managerial autonomy 
 Executive autonomy 
Thus, organizations would be considered “hybrid” when one or more of the above 
elements represent a mixture of public and private. Karré’s (2011) study includes an implicit 
assumption about the nonprofit vs. for-profit dilemma, but I argue it needs to be investigated as a 
distinct second set; in other words, hybridity from a public/public perspective, and from a 
nonprofit/for-profit perspective. 
Another important aspect of organizational hybridity in education relates to the role of 
digitization of the educational enterprise, from what’s known as “blended learning” (Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008) to the virtualization of the entire organization. Scholar attention has mainly 
focused on the potential transformation that new technologies could play in the support of 
electronically supported instruction (Bell & Federman, 2013) and digitalization of academic 
libraries (Campbell, 2006).  A deeper understanding of the transformative power of fully 
integrated technologies rather than isolated implementations was predicted by a group of 
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scholars known as The Project on the Future of Higher Education (Marcy & Guskin, 2003), 
positing that  
the challenge is to determine which services and functions are essential, then 
to redesign them around new technologies and delivery mechanisms to both 
reduce costs and improve service. The principal mistake to avoid is treating 
technology as an “add-on” to traditional structures. A critical part of the 
redesign of essential functions, moreover, will be to cross- train staff to 
operate as multi-functional teams that can offer more integrated, effective, 
and efficient services. (p. 19) 
Polarities have been approached, thus far, as manageable sets of opposites (B. Johnson, 
1996) where a successful outcome is not about picking one, but maximizing the best of both and 
avoiding their limits. Polarities are also identified as “dilemmas,” yet when wisdom researchers 
approach their studies (Baltes & Smith, 2008) their findings reveal an apparently more 
sophisticated balancing mechanism to deal with dilemmas than a maximization of good and a 
minimization of bad.  I posit there is an opportunity to investigate dilemmas using a wisdom lens 
with multiple dimensions of analysis and a higher purpose—human flourishing for self and 
others—rather than the positives/negatives analysis presented until now, especially hybrid 
organizational designs as adaptations that present intrinsic dilemmas in one or more dimensions. 
Summary and Implications for This Research 
 
In this chapter, I have reviewed foundational research on organizational wisdom (A. D. 
Brown & Starkey, 2000; Conger & Hooijberg, 2006; Rooney & McKenna, 2007), the concept of 
human flourishing (Fredrickson & Losada, 2005; Lombardo, 2013;  Seligman, 2011), the “sense-
and-respond” paradigm (Haeckel, 1999), the role of hybridity as a form of evolutionary 
organizational adaptation to a changing complex environment (C. M. Christensen et al., 2013; 
Karré, 2012), and the different types of organizational hybrid models that will be used as context 
for this research.   
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Individuals and organizations are confronted with increasingly complex change (Vaill, 
1996). The old paradigms are not working, and the models built to support those paradigms are 
broken, like it is the case of American Higher Education (Breneman, 2010). The new normal 
requires organizations and individuals the ability to adapt (Maguire, McKelvey, Mirabeau, & 
Oztas, 2006) by sensing and responding (Haeckel, 1999) to multiple signals rather than using 
monolithic approaches like “make and sell” or “command and control.” In a highly 
interconnected society, processes are not necessarily following linear patterns, responding more 
to a non-linear behavior that cannot be expressed as a sum of behaviors of its parts.   
In an evolutionary sense, hybrid forms may emerge in response to the need of adaptation 
to complex realities, either as transformations of existing parts, or as newcomers to fulfill unmet 
needs. Hybridity as a form of adaptation in organizations has been studied as an expression 
between pairs of opposites: public vs. private, nonprofit vs. for profit, brick-and-mortar vs. 
virtual. Hybrid organizations must navigate the delicate balances presented by these opposites 
sets of values.  
Up until now, polarity management has been presented as a potential solution to 
managing opposites (B. Johnson, 1992) because it focuses on maximizing the positives and 
minimizing the negatives of a given dichotomy or dilemma.  I posit there is an opportunity to 
investigate dilemmas using a wisdom lens with multiple dimensions of analysis and a higher 
purpose—human flourishing for self and others—rather than the positives/negatives analysis 
presented until now, especially hybrid organizational designs as adaptations that present intrinsic 
dilemmas in one or more dimensions. It is in this new ever-changing complex environment when 
wisdom seems to be needed as a navigational and design tool. Could the use of wisdom-centered 
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principles like the ones in Wise by Design help organizations move from a model of managing 
opposites to a multidimensional analysis in pursuit of a higher purpose? 
Research Questions 
 
If individuals and society aspire to wiser forms of organization and social systems, could 
our organizational and system design processes benefit from a series of principles drawn from 
wisdom research? Is there a way to find out how experts in a given social system apply these 
principles when they are confronted with prospective organizational design that aspires to a 
higher purpose of flourishing of self and others? If organizations could be designed with those 
considerations in mind, could wiser outcomes be achieved?   
This dissertation focused on developing a refined list of eight components of wisdom and 
crafting a research protocol intended to explore if, how, and when these components are invoked 
by a group of experts participating in a futures discussion about organizations in their field of 
practice, American higher education in this case. 
The empirical study will be comprised of an initial future scenario development 
phase using Delphi followed by a backcasting session. 
The research questions are: 
Q1. How and when do experts invoke wisdom principles when asked to 
participate in the design of future organizations in their field of practice? 
Q2. How, if at all, would these experts change their contributions to the process 
after explicitly revealing the eight WBD dimensions under study? 
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Chapter III: Research Design 
Overview of Research Design 
 
For the study of the proposed wisdom principles for organizations and systems, this 
research has used qualitative techniques under the overall umbrella of critical futures research.  
This investigation was conducted in the context of a particular sector (higher education) in a 
particular country (United States) with a group of research participants considered experts by 
others in that sector or social system.  
Wise by Design is the set of principles proposed, based on existing wisdom research, 
with the aim of helping organizations better understand how to reach what I call “state of 
flourishing” by applying the principles of WBD during the design phase of any given innovation 
and organization design. It focuses on eight wisdom-centered principles: balanced, humane, 
rational, intuitive, aesthetic, practical, timely, and adaptive.  Each one of these dimensions will 
be explored as if they were subsystems of a larger “wisdom system.” The concept of “flourishing 
adaptive systems” proposed is that humans, individuals or groups, tend to reach a “state of 
flourishing” when they consistently apply their wisdom system and all subsystems are “up and 
running.” In order for that to happen, all sense-and-respond mechanisms need to be fully 
operational at any time and under any circumstances, known or unknown, expected or not. This 
perspective would explain why wise people, and how wise organizations, could better navigate 
higher levels of complexity and uncertainty. 
In order to explore Wise by Design, the use of the wisdom system, and the eight 
subsystems being investigated, I have divided the design into four parts: 
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1. After selecting a panel of research participants seen as experts by others in the field, an 
email was sent requesting them to send revisions to an article published by them ten years ago 
about the future of higher education, to reflect their new perspectives for the next 12 years. 
2. I then conducted a round-less online Real Time Delphi survey to discuss a series of 
higher education projections by 2025.  This modality of Delphi study allowed me to keep it open 
for four consecutive weeks so panelists had a chance to express their views and review other 
people’s inputs in real time.  
3. An in-person “backcasting” session with the panelists was held to come up with a 
shared vision of the conditions and forces that will shape higher education in 2025, and to 
discuss possible elements of design needed for an institution of higher education to thrive. 
Backcasting is a participatory futures research method for groups to collectively design plausible 
roadmaps leading to the future scenario or scenarios under discussion. It is in that context that 
Wise by Design was used with the group, without and with the explicit use of WBD design 
principles.  
4. I completed a final round of semi-structured interviews aimed at exploring the views of 
a smaller selection of participants in relation to the eight dimensions of WBD. The questions 
focused on the topic of “sensing and responding” with regard to each of the eight dimensions as 
if they were part of an integrated “wisdom system” of individuals and organizations. The 
purpose of this process was to explore some of the perceptions and accounts of how wise people 
“invoke” some of these “subsystems” of their wisdom system individually, and how they believe 
organizations could or should put them to work at organization or system level.  How do we 
recognize when an organization actively engages in cognitive sensing and response? How about 
aesthetic sensing and response? And so on and so forth, with these eight dimensions or 
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subsystems. The analysis generated a body of knowledge about how wise people use these 
particular eight subsystems, as well as some ideas on how organizations could be designed in a 
way that their “wisdom system” and these eight subsystems are operational and let the 
organization adapt and thrive when confronted with complexity. 
Critical Futures Research 
 
As I have stated before, this research was conducted with the intentionality of a critical 
futures approach. Critical Futures Studies is a relatively new field under futures research, 
conceptually aligned with the vision of scholars who pioneered the development of dissenting 
future views that represent a departure from the status quo. Slaughter (1998) created a series of 
tools and methodological constructs based on a concept called “the transformative cycle” as a 
way to explore breakdowns in the process of making meaning. Sardar (2010) posited that 
“futures studies are wicked,” not just because of the type of problems are wicked, but because 
the approach is un-disciplinary, instead of multi- or trans-disciplinary, justifying this way that 
future studies is, by definition, a “fully fledged systematic mode of critical inquiry.” I agree to a 
certain extent, but wise inquiry is not necessarily critical inquiry. Some scholars have proposed 
new approaches to critical inquiry that include iterative cycles of problematization and 
reconstruction (Koopman, 2007), but I problematize imbalances in a multidimensional model 
derived from wisdom and, consequently, focused on human flourishing as the ideal final state, 
rather than using socio-economic deficit models based on critical social theory or post-
structuralist paradigms.  I am thus pursuing a “wisdom-centered” approach to developing 
alternative scenarios for human flourishing in the context of organizations. 
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Selection of Research Participants 
 
In this investigation, my goal was to form a panel of a minimum of 10 and a maximum of 
15 participants who are or have been actively involved with future practices in higher education 
in their daily work, and who are seen by others as experts. To form a futures research panel, 
literature indicates that members should represent similarities in their work as well as a cognitive 
link (Loveridge, 2008; Nedeva, Georghiou, Loveridge, & Cameron, 1996). In wisdom research 
literature, both qualitative and quantitative studies require a careful selection mechanism for 
identifying those who can be considered “wise” in a given social system. In some cases, this 
process requires two sets of individuals, wise nominators and wise nominees (Yang, 2011). In 
other cases, co-nomination is a broadly accepted selection process in forecast studies. The 
process, also known as snowball sampling, is based on asking an initial group of participants 
selected under certain criteria to identify additional potential participants who meet the same 
criteria. Those new participants, in turn, identify more participants, and so on. This process 
allows the researcher to build a map of potential nominees with the qualifications required to join 
the panel. In this particular case, I decided to approach a group of experts that used to work 
together under the name “The Project for the Future of Higher Education,” and reunite them 
again 10 years after their last action as a group. The process included an email invitation and 
basic consent language so that participants could confirm their acceptance electronically. Mr. 
Guskin and Mr. Rice recused themselves from active participation, to eliminate any potential 
conflicts with their roles in the committee that would evaluate this dissertation. Mr. Guskin was 
present as an observer during the face-to-face convening. 
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Table 3.1 
Project for the Future of Higher Education Participants 
 
Real Time Delphi and Imen Delphi Methods  
 
The original version of Delphi, a qualitative forecasting method, was developed in the 
1950s by the RAND Corporation (Dalkey, 1967). The Delphi method has evolved from its 
original version to include different variations available to researchers, but essentially remains 
aimed at generating a dialogue between experts about the future in a structured manner. In most 
cases, employing the Delphi methods requires some work pre-rounds, either collecting 
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projections from existing literature and studies for the panel to react to in the first round, or 
asking the panel for their own projections, or a combination of both. The different variations of 
Delphi serve a range of purposes. In most cases, consensus is sought and the process of 
successive rounds continues until a pre-determined threshold is reached in the statistical analysis.  
In those cases, Interquartile Range (IQR) and Standard Deviation (STD) are common measures 
used to determine if consensus has been reached. Other variations of Delphi are not aimed at 
reaching consensus (Gordon, 1994), but at exploring and discussing diverse views that could be 
presented as alternative solutions to policymakers.  In particular, Disaggregative Policy Delphi 
(Tapio, 2003) is an interesting modification where cluster analysis is used to construct alternative 
scenarios in the last round.  
For the study discussed here, I have used a combination of Delphi variations known as 
Real Time Delphi (RTD) and Imen Delphi (ID), which facilitate an organized dialog among 
participants who share a common future interest. Based on social systems theories (Bahg, 1990), 
while Real Time Delphi directs panelists to foresee the viability, desirability, importance, and 
probability of occurrence of a series of future events in a round-less online survey, the ID 
method leads to a discussion on how to establish a collective future vision.  
I used ID Delphi as the backbone for this design, based on three rounds with feedback in-
between them. In the first round, participants received an “intellectual teaser” (Passig & Sharbat, 
2000), for them to draft a series of projections. In this case, I sent them an article published in 
2003 by Change Magazine and authored by them, so they could review it after ten years.  
I compiled and analyzed the answers to the teaser in order to formulate the second round 
of questions, aimed at scoring a series of future projections that could potentially affect or 
influence higher education in the next 12 years. This second round, implemented as a round-less 
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online Real Time Delphi, allowed participants to score each projections in four different 
dimensions: importance, viability, desirability, and probability of occurrence.  The system also 
allowed me to capture participants’ qualitative comments explaining their choices. 
Backcasting  
 
The third and last round consisted on a face to face backcasting session, aimed at 
developing a shared vision of the operating conditions of higher education in 2025, as well as 
generating a series of design principles and elements so an institution would thrive in those 
future conditions.  
This method originated from the 1970s in the energy sector (Robinson, 1982). 
Backcasting has been used extensively in the field of futures research in different application 
fields (Dreborg, 1996; Holmberg, 1998; Robinson, 1982, 2003; Quist, 2007). The use of 
backcasting in combination with exploratory scenario development has also been put to work in 
several contexts, particularly in changes that involve multiple systems (social, natural, cultural) 
with multiple stakeholders (Kok, van Vliet, Bärlund, Dubel, & Sendzimir, 2011). Backcasting is 
complementary to forecasting, but it serves a different purpose. After the group finished 
discovering the influences and forces that will most likely shape the future, backcasting focused 
“upon determining the degree of freedom of action with respect to [the future]” (Robinson, 1982, 
p. 338), in a policy, organizational, and cultural sense. Similar to backward planning, 
backcasting is used to envision barriers and challenges to achieve the preferred images of the 
future.  
I started the backcasting session by presenting back to the panel the projections that came 
out from the second round as “desirable” with a mean value of five or greater in a seven-point 
Likert scale, and we continued the group session as expected, developing a shared forecast of the 
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conditions under which higher education institutions will operate by 2025, as well as a series of 
design principles that institutions of the future may want to consider in order to thrive.  
This third face-to-face round also included a self-evaluation of the forecast and 
recommendations using the eight Wise by Design dimensions under study. The panel entered 
into a final dialog about if/how organizational adaptations generated during the Delphi process 
(the “where”) and the corresponding elements of change (the “how”) could/should be revised 
based on the “wise principles” under study in this dissertation.  
Semi-Structured Interviews 
 
This study concluded with a few individual semi-structured interviews.  My purpose as 
researcher was to explore the meaning of the eight dimensions of WBD for the participants in 
their lives. I selected three participants from the group based on their own interest in a follow-up 
conversation after the convening.  
During the interview, I acknowledged their contribution to the research panel and the 
work that the interviewees have done on the future of higher education and institutional 
transformation, both as part of the Project on the Future of Higher Education as individually in 
their careers. Each participant was then asked to reflect about each one of the eight dimensions 
of WBD in an effort to identify how she or he has used these principles in her or his work and 
life practices. 
The interview, requested by e-mail, included the following protocol intended to prepare 
participants in advanced. 
Interview request. Title: Developing your wisdom system. 
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in a follow-up interview. My goal is for us to have 
a conversation about how you go about nurturing your wisdom senses, the personal and 
professional habits and practices that allow you to 
• Develop your cognitive sense: love of knowledge, fact and evidence, objective.  
• Develop your intuitive sense: when to follow your gut 
• Develop your practical sense: know how your experience pays 
• Develop your ethical sense: why should it matter what happens to others, and 
what is your role in that 
• Develop your aesthetic sense: how to be more articulate, how to create beautiful 
outcomes vs. ugly outcomes 
• Develop your sense of balance: how to be tempered, moderate, poised, value the 
middle 
• Develop your adaptive sense: how to be more quick, agile and nimble, blend 
when you must, make adjustments 
• Develop your sense of time: put things in perspective of present, past and future 
The interviews were recorded and transcribed for analysis. The intent was to better 
understand how those that could be seen as wise by others go about developing their own 
wisdom system, and which lessons could be derived from their experiences that could apply to 
organizations. 
Summary of Chapter III and Chapters Ahead  
 
The research was designed to produce five qualitative data sets in different stages. The 
first dataset (DS1) is a set of revisions to the original recommendations made by this group in 
2003. The second dataset (DS2) is a shared vision of the conditions and forces that will 
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American higher education by 2025, resulting from combining the results from a Real Time 
Delphi round-less survey with some additional projections that emerged during the first part of 
backcasting session. The third dataset (DS3) is a series of recommendations on how institutions 
of higher education could thrive under those conditions, as a result of discussions in the second 
part of the backcasting session, including a survey presented to the participants during that part 
of the convening. The fourth dataset (DS4) is a series of reflections made by the panel about 
wisdom and how “wise” principles could help revise their work up until that moment (DS1, DS2 
and DS3).  Finally, a fifth dataset (DS5) was created after interviewing three participants about 
their own habits and practices to develop the eight dimensions of WBD under study. 
In Chapter IV I discuss these five qualitative datasets. I present the findings in 
chronological sequence, starting with the contents of DS1, and so on and so forth. DS1 through 
DS3 provide insights from experts in higher education about changes, constraints, and 
organizational adaptations foreseen in the next 12 years. DS4 gives a sense of how an explicit 
discussion on wisdom and wise design helped panelists refine their views on what matters in the 
future. Finally, DS5 provides a deeper and more nuanced understanding of the eight dimensions 
of Wise by Design as “human senses” that can be nurtured and developed over time. 
In Chapter V I present my conclusions and implications for leadership and change in the 
future of American higher education. I also discuss the promise of a wisdom-centric approach to 
designing future change, impact in organizational design in connection with the proposed Wise 
by Design principles, and the limitations and implications of this research.  
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Chapter IV: Presentation of Results 
Overview of Research Process 
 
This research was designed to elicit the views of a panel of experts in American higher 
education, in a series of qualitative research phases, with the purpose of exploring 
recommendations for the future in their field of practice, as well as discovering if and how 
panelists invoke wisdom principles during the process. The overall design was based on the 
principles of futures research. 
In order to accomplish a thorough investigation, I proceeded to capture data in four 
consecutive stages. First, after selecting the panel, I sent an email request asking participants to 
send me their revisions to an article published in 2003 by a think tank called the Project of the 
Future of Higher Education, where they collaborated 10 years ago. Their individual responses to 
this stimulus constituted a first dataset, containing their revisions to the transformative actions 
proposed 10 years ago, and set of new proposed actions for the next ten years. 
After compiling and analyzing their individual submissions, I synthesized a series of 
projections for them to react collectively and anonymously using a round-less online Real Time 
Delphi survey.  The intent was to find the level of consensus on these particular projections 
about the future of American higher education, as well as to gain a better understanding of the 
areas where there were disagreements. The Real Time Delphi tool captured a second set of both 
quantitative and qualitative data for further analysis. The advantage of using Real Time Delphi is 
that the survey remained open for several weeks, giving individuals time to contribute at their 
own pace within their busy schedules, right until the time the group was scheduled to meet in 
person. 
By this point, I already had two sets of rich data.  An individual submission, and a 
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collective anonymous structured dialogue using an online tool. The third phase was designed to 
get the group together for an in-person session to come up with a shared vision of the conditions 
and forces that will shape higher education in 2025, and to discuss possible elements of design 
needed for an institution of higher education to thrive. During the meeting I used backcasting, a 
participatory futures research method for groups to collectively design plausible roadmaps 
leading to the future scenario or scenarios under discussion. For the first half of the day I used 
the STEEP framework to explore how external forces (societal, technological, environmental, 
economic, and political) would impact American higher education in the next 10 years. The 
second half of this meeting included an introduction, for the first time during this research, to the 
concepts of wisdom and wise design. The intent was to find out if, by invoking these concepts 
explicitly, panelists would revise their views of the future. It was not until the end of the session 
that I introduced the group to the eight specific WBD principles under study—cognitive, 
intuitive, practical, ethical, balanced, time sensitive, adaptive, and aesthetic—for their final 
reflection. During the course of the meeting, I collected two surveys. The first one, before the 
break, to find out more about the future direction of the higher education system in America in 
relation to a series of tensions or dilemmas that were presented as opposite pairs. The closing 
survey was about the eight wisdom principles, and how panelists would put them to work in a 
higher education institution of the future. 
I completed my data capture during a final round of follow-up questions aimed at 
exploring the views of a smaller selection of participants in relation to the eight dimensions of 
WBD. The questions focused on the topic of “sensing and responding” with regard to each of the 
eight dimensions as if they were part of an integrated “wisdom system” of individuals and 
organizations. The purpose of this process was to explore some of the perceptions and accounts 
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of how wise people “invoke” some of these “subsystems” of their wisdom system personally and 
in their respective practices. 
Step One: E-Mail Request 
 
On November 19, 2013, the research panel was asked to revise and update the seven 
original projections published by this same group under the name “Project for the Future of 
Higher Education” in Change magazine back in 2003 (Marcy & Guskin, 2003) so I could start 
identifying a new set of projections for the next 12 years (2013-2025). The panel was also asked 
to provide any new additional projections they could come up with that were not part of the 
original set published ten years ago.  
In order to do that, participants were asked to re-read the original article in its entirety, 
and then complete a Microsoft Word Document (see Table 4.1) designed to capture any revisions 
to the original recommendations, the rationale for altering or revising the original formulation, as 
well as any additional new ideas about institutional transformative actions. 
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Table 4.1  
Input Form to Capture Revisions to 2003 Original Recommendations and New Ideas 
2003 ORIGINAL LIST 
OF RECOMMENDED 
ACTIONS 
2013 SUGGESTED 
REVISION 
RATIONALE FOR 
CHANGE 
A1. Establish and assess 
institution-wide 
common student 
learning outcomes as 
basis for the 
undergraduate degree 
  
A2. Restructure the role 
of faculty to include 
faculty members and 
other campus 
professionals as 
partners in student 
learning, while 
integrating technology 
  
A3. Recognize and 
integrate student 
learning from all 
sources 
  
A4. Audit and 
restructure curricula to 
focus on essential 
academic programs and 
curricular offerings 
  
A5. Utilize zero-based 
budgeting to audit and 
redesign the budget 
allocation process, 
involving faculty and 
staff as responsible 
partners 
  
A6. Audit and 
restructure 
administrative and 
student services 
systems, using 
technology and 
  
  
78 
integrated staffing 
arrangement to reduce 
costs. 
A7. Audit and redesign 
technological and staff 
infrastructures to 
support 
transformational 
change. 
  
NEW RECOMMENDED 
ACTIONS (add below) 
 
  
 
Out of 13 participants, 12 replied (92% response rate). Eleven of the 12 replied using the 
Microsoft Word document capture template provided, while the other one decided to send a 
separate document with a more open format. Replies were tabulated for further analysis.  
Compilation of Data 
 
I will begin the compilation with the original actions (A1 through A7) listed one by one, 
together with the suggested revisions and the rationale for those revisions as provided by the 
panel. 
A1. Establish and assess institution-wide common student learning outcomes as basis for 
the undergraduate degree.  
The original recommendation was endorsed by eight of the 13 panelists: six suggested 
some revisions, and two endorsed it as-is without any revisions. Three participants did not 
provide any input and two suggested a different approach. Four participants stressed the need of 
having comprehensive assessment processes. Two of them mentioned learning rubrics (AAC&U 
LEAP and Lumina Foundation Degree Qualifications Profile [DQP]) that have emerged in recent 
years that could be used as external benchmarks by faculty during their regular student learning 
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assessment process.  One panelist suggested that learning outcomes should be both institution 
wide and program specific. Another panelist suggested expanding the scope of learning 
outcomes to all degrees and certificates.  Two panelists suggested reframing the original 
recommendation: one suggested establishing learning structures to engage faculty and others in 
the development of more engaging, innovative, and student responsive teaching as a routine 
practice, while the other panelists suggested that a more profound restructuring of the institution 
should take place before common learning outcomes could be fully embraced by institutions. In 
this case, the panelist indicated that departmental structures should not be organized based on 
disciplines, but rather according to more flexible learning strategies and perspectives. This 
participant also reflected on the resistance by institutions to define common learning outcomes, 
arguing that  
Faculty cannot imagine how the implementation of common learning outcomes will not 
devolve to standardized syllabi, common texts and grading guidelines, with unintended 
consequences of reducing the diversity of information and perspectives. 
 
A2. Restructure the role of faculty to include faculty members and other campus 
professionals as partners in student learning, while integrating technology. 
This recommendation elicited a more diverse set of reactions, with a common thread: the 
shift from teaching to student learning has not happened at the same pace as other 
recommendations, yet most agree it is still a valid recommendation. The differences of opinion 
were fundamentally around the “who” and the “how” shall be in-scope and out-of-scope of this 
recommendation. In other words, panelists suggested being more explicit about who those 
“partners” are, recognizing that words like “faculty” and “other campus professionals” might not 
capture the diverse composition within those groups. One panelist suggested that not all campus 
professionals in today’s institutions should continue to exist in the future, even if the shift to 
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student learning becomes the organizing principle. In other words, this panelist warned about the 
risk of perpetuating certain roles rather than creating new professional roles that could get the 
work done in a more effective and efficient way. One participant specifically suggested adding 
both full-time and adjunct faculty as part of the recommendation. Another panelist pointed,  
The remaking of the faculty into a mostly contingent academic workforce is the number 
one issue with regard to the future quality of higher education in the US. 
 
This panelist indicated that most full-time professionals in institutions of higher education are 
not engaged in student learning, which  
Seems to suggest that the workforce has been composed to perpetuate the organization 
itself, not necessarily to achieve its purpose. 
 
Two panelists proposed course redesign in combination with technology as practices that 
hold a lot of promise in this space. Another panelist warned about the difficulty in sustaining 
these practices, though, because  
Individuals in leadership positions are not accustomed to or have the expertise to 
transform existing structures into spaces for inventing collaboratively. 
 
All participants agreed that technology will continue to play a key role in this particular 
recommendation. One panelist highlighted the rise of flipped classrooms and massive open 
online courses. With the basic competencies covered outside of class time, students and faculty 
could spend more time on higher-order discussion, and more deeply explore real-world 
applications. This panelist believes that institutions should consider how conveying basic 
information in online formats outside of classrooms could help free up classroom time for more 
moments of learning and mentoring that happen when students work together on projects, work 
closely with professors, or dive beyond the information in a lecture or a textbook to try on ideas 
for themselves. In his opinion, 
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The caveat is that institutions can’t just incorporate the technology into established 
methods of operating classes within quarters and semesters in departmental units. 
 
Two panelists agreed that institutions should provide better guidelines and descriptions 
about how the role of the faculty should shift in these environments from delivering content to 
facilitating and helping students develop the critical analysis tools to evaluate content and the 
consider conflicting data and opinions. 
The incorporation of the online venues for learning content also could involve more 
flexible time and space as well.  
A3. Recognize and integrate student learning from all sources. 
This recommendation was strongly supported by all participants who responded to this 
research step. This discussion brought up a variety of related topics, from recognition of prior 
and experiential learning, to the challenges of verifying the achievement of learning outcomes, 
the availability of open learning materials, and the recognition that meaningful and certifiable 
learning can happen both inside and outside the institution at a level smaller than a whole degree 
(which has been the basis of accreditation until now). Most participants agree that “unbundling” 
is actually beginning to happen, but the challenge is to come up with robust principles, processes, 
and tools to guide how to go about integrating student learning from all sources. One panelist 
warned about the “fear of the unknown” felt by institutions and their defensive actions to limit 
the number of “credits” transferrable from different institutions. This panelist said that 
Institutions are beginning to recognize the need for a “bundler” of reliable and credible 
status who can take a variety of experiences form different courses and certify 
competency. 
 
A4. Audit and restructure curricula to focus on essential academic programs and 
curricular offerings. 
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This recommendation received support from all panelists, with some suggested changes. 
While all agree on the need of “focusing on what’s essential,” the interpretation of “essential” 
varies. Most panelists talked about matching the supply with community, regional, national, and 
global needs.  Another panelist warned about the intensified emphasis on the economic role of 
education, and the risk of “losing the public purpose” of graduating “globally competent citizens 
and civic minded professionals” and “not only a globally competitive workforce.” This panelist 
noted that there is a need to address the greater concern of “what IS essential in academic 
offerings.” Another panelist made an interesting distinction, highlighting the need to move 
further away from “traditional major” to “solving”/”addressing” global needs. This could imply 
reframing the entire academic enterprise around multi- or trans-disciplinary approaches aimed at 
solving social problems rather than designing academic programs to match current workforce 
demands and also away from the traditional pursuit of discipline specific knowledge, in line with 
some critics (Maxwell, 2014) that propose a shift of the academic pursuit from “the problems of 
knowledge” to “the problems of living.” 
A5. Utilize zero-based budgeting to audit and redesign the budget allocation process, 
involving faculty and staff as responsible partners. 
The principle of involving faculty and staff in redesigning budget allocations was broadly 
supported, but the method of “zero-based budgeting” was the target of critical reactions, seen as 
either “too abstract” or “a radical change.” Only two respondents suggested keeping “zero-based 
budgeting” in the recommendation, although one of them actually suggested that before speaking 
about how money is used, institutions should reframe the discussion around mission and purpose 
(student learning) and then engage faculty and staff on how best to allocate the resources to 
achieve the mission and purpose. This participant was concerned that  
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It may be that the curriculum audit (A4) and the budget audit (A5) may in combination 
have been used to defeat the purpose of the larger look at vision, mission, and purpose. 
 
Two panelists suggested utilizing a method known as “Responsibility Centered 
Management” for budgeting and allocations to make faculty and staff responsible partners in the 
allocation process, having enrollment and service goals that can be measured to hold units 
accountable for their funds. Another panelist believes that  
Left to their own devices, faculty are unlikely to cut costs to any appreciable extent 
because that would entail cutting faculty, something few of them are prepared to do. 
 
Multi-year budgeting and small-scale budget experiments were also suggested as 
alternative ways to change the budget allocation process.  
A6. Audit and restructure administrative and student services systems, using technology 
and integrated staffing arrangement to reduce costs. 
The group expressed very strong support for the principle and the formulation of this 
action. In one case, a panelist admitted,  
I am not able to “visualize” how this action happens or could happen, wondering if the 
expectation of the act of “auditing” will engender “learning and change” among those 
doing the “auditing.”   
 
Most panelists suggested that no modifications were required, pointing to the relevance 
of this action and likelihood of success under current budgetary conditions. 
A7. Audit and redesign technological and staff infrastructures to support transformational 
change. 
This action also received broad support, with minor modifications. One panelist 
suggested that this action did not go far enough, mentioning the fact that open learning resources 
are broadly available and the recommendation to include a explicit mention of student learning 
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analytics as part of A7. Another panelist mentioned the need to address what will be the role of 
institutions in developing and commercializing open courses for massive consumption.  
New recommended actions (not included in the original article): 
Panelists were asked to add new recommendations, apart from the seven aforementioned. 
Nine panelists replied to this prompt, and this is their input: 
Panelist 1 
For her, the primary issue for higher education is productivity, and she believes this needs 
to be more clearly delineated in any future recommendations. 
Panelist 2 
She pointed out that there are several major trends that have occurred since these 
transformational actions were articulated as well as some key assumptions that though untested 
seem to be taken as truths. This was her list: 
1. The focus of the federal government, and the media, on graduation rates and 
employment after college with the underlying message that college may not be needed for many 
high school students.  
2. An increasing focus on learning outcomes as competencies, mostly employment-
related, as a result of MOOCs, online educational programs, the growth of for-profit institutions. 
3. An assumption that a focus on competence will decrease the costs of higher education. 
4. The assumption that only organizations that take “disruptive innovation” to heart will 
survive. 
Given these trends and assumptions, she suggested that three of the original actions, A2 
(restructure the role of faculty...), A4 (Audit and restructure curricula...) and A7 (Audit and 
redesign technological infrastructure....), needed to include a more direct focus on how faculty 
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work needs to include continuous learning around using technology. Another approach would be 
to add an action in the first set that would focus on faculty. Therefore her suggestion is to add 
one as follows: 
Redesign faculty work to include continuous development in the use of technology to 
improve student learning. 
 
Panelist 3 
She suggested deliberately partnering with other institutions to provide seamless and 
articulated transfer pathways based on assessed student learning. Her rationale was that the 
proportion of students who attend more than one institution to earn a baccalaureate degree is now 
more than 75% and projects like the Pew-funded QUE project and the Lumina funded AAC&U 
Quality Collaborative project are demonstrating the powerful benefits of focusing attention on 
assessment-based transfer. 
In addition, although she would try to work these into the existing actions as relevant, a) 
the notion of outsourcing portions of the curriculum through such mechanisms as MOOCs and 
products like StraighterLine is now much more relevant now than it was a decade ago and, b) 
doing all of this is a global context is now imperative. 
Panelist 4 
He expressed his astonishment as to how well the article plays a decade later—most of 
the issues raised in it are even more urgent today than they were then. For him, what has changed 
are some of the underlying “environmental” conditions. Hence, the transformations as generic or 
categorical changes remain highly relevant, but they—like the very incrementalism they are 
intended to address—actually conceal the need for more urgent and dramatic action. He 
understands that the purpose of the article was how to cope with diminished resources—but the 
underlying issues is why, to what purpose? Implicitly, the article was concerned with quality, 
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integrity, competiveness, and student success—but he thought we have an urgent need for 
thinking about why our colleges and universities are important and then addressing the resource 
issues. The actions that he thought needed to be added include the following: 
1. Recognize the transformed academic workforce and completely reconceive the 
workforce needed to achieve institutional purpose and mission—with a different concept of the 
categorizations of who contributes and what their status might be. Implied in this are distinctions 
of faculty from other professionals, full-time from part-time, tenured from untenured, on-campus 
from at a distance, principally “loyal” to one institution from many “loyalties,” and so forth. One 
interesting idea, for example, would be the reconceive the entire academic workforce as 
contingent—highly mobile and flexible with success of students (based on more than retention 
and graduation, but perhaps starting there) as the basis for continued employment and 
compensation. The article fragments this issue, so it is never addressed head on: who are the 
faculty, and who should they be? What is necessary to attract and sustain an adequate workforce 
with a sufficient quality of life to ensure quality? If 75% of the healthcare providers—that is, the 
physicians and nurses—were contingent (either on an annual contract without any long-term 
reciprocal commitment to the practice or hospital or part-time) would we have confidence in the 
quality of care? When we saw how many homes and businesses burned through reliance on a 
volunteer and part-time fire department, society moved to a professionalized, full-time staffing. 
Why are we going in the opposite direction so quickly in higher education? 
2. He thought the issue of the meaning of a degree, while hinted at in the article, is now 
more central as the DQP (Adelman, Ewell, Gaston, & Schneider, 2011) has suggested. 
Understanding the public purpose of the degree (at all levels, as suggested by the DQP) and what 
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responsibility the institutions have in ensuring that their graduates have civic competence are key 
points. 
3. The growing importance of global interdependence and the mobility of people are not 
adequately reflected in the article. Even more certain than seemed apparent ten years ago, we 
now live concurrently locally and globally. There is no explicit reference to this changed reality, 
which affects learning, resources (where courses originate, where faculty come from, who 
teaches, who certifies, where students come from, etc.). What organizations structures have 
responsibility for addressing globalization—technology staff, faculty, academic professionals, 
accreditors?  
4. Quality assurance and the role of accreditation is not explicit in the article, and for him 
there is a need to recognize the importance of internal quality assurance and continuous 
improvement as well as external quality assurance and certification, especially as learners 
accumulate learning artifacts from many sources and as competency is beginning to impact 
credit as the basis of meaningful certification. There is not yet any reliable certifier of quality at 
the course or learning module level—and changes in technology require this. 
5. The article does not explicitly ask for an audit of who an institution’s learners are—a 
really important point if the intent is to focus resources on the right things—presumably 
beginning with student success. Changing demographics are important. 
Panelist 5 
1. Award credits toward graduation as students demonstrate achievement of institution-
wide and program-specific learning outcomes. 
2. Assess whether or not faculty and staff have both the willingness and the skills for 
transformational change. If not, create new semi-autonomous academic program structures, hire 
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new faculty and staff and charge them to design and deliver programs that maximize student 
learning and minimize cost. 
3. Establish institutional policies and practices that focus the work of the faculty 
exclusively on student learning. 
4. Recognize that the key to transforming higher education to meet ongoing challenges is 
to redesign academic programs in ways that increase student learning and decrease costs. 
Panelist 6 
1. Enhance capacity of faculty and all staff involved in instruction to understand and 
effectively utilize best practices to enhance student learning. (Awareness of these best practices 
varies widely among faculty. A critical first step is knowing what the current situation looks 
like.) 
2. Consider partnerships with other colleges and organizations to expand capacity and 
reduce costs. 
3. Re-examine college mission in light of future educational and financial trends and need 
for more cost-effective operations. 
4. Utilize existing venues and information for all-college long-term planning to 
implement evidence-based continuous improvement practices and all-college commitment. 
Panelist 7 
1. She believed it is important to have long-term focus along with always considering 
peripheral vision. 
a) Has the purpose of higher education changed over the years? 
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b) Need to take into account the community, domestic, and global needs, and create more 
trans-disciplinary majors to meet these needs; need to include community, opinion leaders, staff, 
faculty in the construction and delivery. 
2. The student body/demographics have changed—how best to reach, encourage, teach, 
and graduate age/ethnicities/gender. 
Panelist 8 
I have organized her comments into three parts. In the first one, she shares some 
observations about the recommendations in the original article; in the second section she 
discusses the current environment of higher education, and section three provides 
recommendations. 
The original article provided a view—from up high—of the reforms that were needed to 
adapt to a less propitious financial environment, while at the same time improving the quality of 
higher education. The article had a strong philosophical stance based on student-centeredness 
and learning outcomes. Most of the actions that the authors recommended made good sense to 
her then and now. Many of their recommendations, she said, are being implemented on college 
campuses but it is hard to say how widespread their results are. Re-visiting the article suggested 
to her that a sequel focusing on models that are exemplars of each of the recommendations, how 
they got there, and what their outcomes are, would be especially timely. She underscored “how 
they got there” and “what their outcomes are” because there is no shortage of recommendations 
on how to do things differently in higher education. On the other hand, this panelist thought there 
is a shortage of documentation of the processes—the good, bad, and ugly— of developing an 
innovation or a new practice. In order to understand how change happens, she feels we need a 
stronger knowledge base about the transition from idea to implementation, e.g., what was learned 
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by the developers, what changes had to be made, what were the political issues, what training 
was needed, what would they do differently, etc. 
In re-reading the article she realized that providing models with detailed instructions and 
coaching could have helped the implementation of the recommendations. For example, while the 
recommendation that institutions audit their practices made great sense to her, she thought it is 
very hard for institutions, at least on an ongoing basis, to put their own routines under a 
magnifying glass and study them as if they were seeing them for the first time. She also thought 
it is hard to conduct such audits through the lens of students, rather than the lens of 
administrators or faculty. She recommended providing instructions and sustained coaching to 
help institutions redesign their practices and implement the kinds of recommendations proposed 
by the authors. 
This panelist provided a side note about innovations. In a July 2013 New Yorker article 
(Gawande, 2013), the surgeon and writer Atul Gawande discussed why some innovations take 
root quickly and others take generations before they gain acceptance. To illustrate his thesis 
about the adoption of innovations, Gawande discussed why surgeons adopted anesthesia quickly 
yet were so much slower to accept the practices of antisepsis. He suggested that surgeons saw the 
benefits of anesthesia immediately (e.g., patients no longer screamed so operations were easier 
and less stressful), whereas the benefits of antisepsis were less obvious and immediate. Their 
acceptance of antisepsis came about when surgeons assumed the identity of “scientists” and 
exchanged their dirty black operating gowns for white ones, etc. The panelist believed the same 
is true when it comes to the kinds of recommendations made in the original article, the benefits 
that institutions would derive from their implementation may not have been immediately 
obvious. Additionally, changes that take time and patience and require cognitive shifts (not just 
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structural reforms) have a hard time competing with the current technocratic culture and 
management fads. 
The panelist reminded me that, at the time the article was written, the dominant discourse 
in higher education was about financial stress and restructuring higher education. There was also 
a troubling anti-faculty discourse, primarily from among policy-making organizations. While she 
believes financial stress continues to be a major challenge for public higher education, new 
issues have emerged. In addition to institutions suffering severe budget cuts, student 
indebtedness is a major crisis. Another major issue she thought cannot be ignored (morally or out 
of self-interest) is the growing inequality in access and outcomes, a factor that disproportionately 
affects racial and ethnic groups that are segregated in open access institutions, as well as low 
SES students of all backgrounds. The recent report by Carnevale and Strohl (2013) clearly 
documents this growing inequality by showing the disparate pathways of whites, blacks, and 
Latinos into higher education. For white students the primary pathway is into a small number of 
highly selective institutions and for blacks and Latinos the primary path is into the couple 
thousand open-access two- and four-year colleges. Essentially, her view is that our system of 
higher education is polarized into two classes: whites are predominantly entering a very small 
group of selective and wealthy institutions and blacks and Latinos are entering a very large 
number of open access and low selectivity institutions, even when they meet the requirements for 
more selective institutions. 
Another issue of grave concern to her that affects racial and ethnic minorities more 
profoundly than others is the failure of remedial education as well as the failure of community-
four-year college articulation. Remedial education has become a torturous gauntlet and pathways 
from community colleges to four-year colleges are fraught with bureaucratic and political 
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impediments. Actions to reform remedial education, eliminate antiquated and ineffective 
placement mechanisms, and establish more specific competencies to select and evaluate remedial 
education faculty are urgently needed. 
She thought that unstable leadership makes it hard to sustain innovations long enough to 
learn what outcomes they achieve, and could be another issue that negatively impacts the 
possibility of a more student-responsive system. She posited that there is a growing number of 
poorly paid adjuncts that work under conditions that are detrimental to themselves, students, and 
the quality and integrity of institutions of higher education. For her, higher education leaders and 
philanthropic organizations are far more likely to invest millions in technology oriented 
“solutions” e.g., MOOCs, than to invest in professional development of faculty and others. 
She felt that since the publication of the article we have witnessed the emergence of the 
college completion agenda, which has put much more of the onus for reform on state systems of 
accountability and performance-based funding, and the adoption of a handful of “best practices,” 
e.g., accelerated remedial education. Authors called for reforms that emerged from within 
institutions of higher education and were carried out collaboratively among leaders, faculty, and 
staff. This panelist believes that this so-called “college completion” agenda advocated by a 
consortium of external groups (e.g., Complete College America), philanthropic organizations, 
and the federal government is more focused on creating change through external policy mandates 
that seek greater efficiency and a focus on workforce development. 
Recommendations. 
 
1. Establish a fairer system of public higher education funding and provide greater 
support to institutions serving students with the greatest needs. Possible actions: 
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a. Differential tuition based on income, particularly in public flagship institutions 
(e.g., UCLA). 
b. Efficacy and equity-oriented funding formulas 
c. Incentive funding to reduce underrepresentation of target groups in transfers to 
community colleges and STEM fields. 
2. Equalize student aid based on merit and need. Rankings and competition, particularly 
among the elite institutions and the ones aspiring to become elite, have led to the 
abandonment of need-based aid at the undergraduate and graduate levels, making it 
harder, financially, for low-income and minority students to enroll. 
3. Establish metrics of equity in access and outcomes to close the racial and ethnic gaps 
in access, outcomes, and representation across the spectrum of institutional selectivity 
and fields of study. 
4. Invest in the design of innovative methods of professional development based on 
theories of organizational learning, action research, culturally responsive pedagogy, and 
developmental evaluation methods. 
5. Invest in the reform of mathematics teaching methods. 
Panelist 8 
1. What do we teach about? One major change since this group met seven-eight years 
ago, in her opinion, is the increasing recognition that higher education has to step up to 
sustainability and especially climate change. This panelist believes that in their early work, this 
group focused on the fiscal context, and the student context (preparedness, ability to pay for 
college, demographics and such), but they did not address if there are big questions, which 
should be central in higher education curriculum for this time in history. As ecosystems 
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worldwide are coming off the rails and as we have realized that climate change, if left to 
continue unabated, has the likely potential to destroy civilization as we know it, the discussion of 
higher education’s role in future of the planet and its ecosystems seems increasingly important to 
her. 
2. Build creative models for flexible schedules–time & space: “AMOOCs” use adaptive 
learning to allow students to follow their own optimal paths through a course. The full-time 
residential four-year degree organized around time-determined quarters or semesters is beginning 
to look out-of-date. This panelist thinks we should consider more options to innovate with regard 
to length of course offerings, possibly offering shorter degree paths that are demonstrably 
equivalent (in terms of employability) to the degrees of today. 
Panelist 9 
Design an integrative campus-based experience that utilizes high-impact practices (Kuh 
& Schneider, 2008) to support student learning that builds on a variety of educational learning 
experiences, including online, transfer students, and MOOCs. 
Rationale: Students are “unbundling” higher education at a rapid pace, and this is likely 
to continue as technology becomes more sophisticated and costs continue to challenge students 
and their families. Campuses can use their placed-based education to integrate and make sense of 
the overall educational experience for students, rather than focusing on seat time or credit 
transfer alone. George Kuh’s (Kuh & Schneider, 2008) research suggests a set of high impact 
practices that are likely to increase retention and the depth of learning for all students. 
Summary of Step One 
 
In step one, I collected revisions to the original 2003 article, as well as new original 
contributions that would serve as a baseline for a new 10-year forecast. Interestingly, all seven 
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recommendations received strong support from the majority of panelists, with minor 
modifications to the original ones. The revisions were mostly refinements or adjustments to 
reflect current progress, although most panelists recognized that all seven transformative actions 
should still remain as future recommendations for most institutions.  
New contributions were rich and diverse, including deeper dives into topics like 
institutional productivity, course redesign, faculty development, partnerships with other 
institutions, accreditation, the meaning of a degree and the purpose of higher learning, equity, 
and broadening of learning experiences in and out of campus.  
Step Two: Real Time Delphi 
 
After collecting and analyzing the rich set of responses in step one, together with 
secondary research and my professional experience on the topic of the future of American higher 
education, I synthesized the content in a series of future projections that panelists would discuss 
remotely and anonymously as part of a Real Time Delphi.  As discussed in Chapter III, this 
variation of Delphi is round-less and real-time, allowing respondents to review their submissions 
and the contributions of the group as they enter them. The survey was open for four consecutive 
weeks, to give the group ample time to enter and review their contributions and those of other 
participants. For each projection, participants were asked to score their forecast on four separate 
seven-point Likert scales: important, viable, desirable, and likely to occur. Participants were also 
asked to provide an estimate of when they think they would see this projection realized: five 
years from now, 10 years from now, 15 years from now, more than 15 years from now, or never. 
Demographics: 
13 panelists invited, 11 participated 
Country: USA (11) 
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Gender: Female (8), Male (3) 
Ethnicity: White (9), African-American (1), Hispanic (1) 
Years of Experience in higher education: 30-40 (5), 40-50 (6) 
The following are the projections and the synthesis of results. 
1. Higher education shifts from time-based to mastery-based learning evaluated through 
assessment of learning. 
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Figure 4.1. Real Time Delphi results, projection 1. 
The panel felt strongly that some portions of American higher education will embrace a 
shift from time-based to learning-based, but not all systems and institutions will. Those arguing 
in favor recognized that external pressures are mounting, and that thinking different about 
teaching, learning, and assessment will require changing the time-based model. Some expressed 
their concerns that the change, as described in this projection, is too big to break with tradition 
and faculty’s knowledge base. Although most found it desirable, participants argue that the 
current state of adoption is still low even after many years under discussion, positing that faculty 
in most places do not understand how to develop competences and matching assessments. 
Although eight panelists agreed that the system could shift in the next 10 years, three expressed 
that external forces are not enough to overcome resistance from inside the institutions. 
2. Growing reality of the unbundling of higher education learning environments as a way 
to reinforce, recognize, and integrate student learning from all sources. 
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Figure 4.2. Real Time Delphi results, projection 2 
Two panelists indicated that the formulation of this projection was not understandable. 
Most expressed their conviction that a significant degree of unbundling is already happening 
now, and will continue to occur in years to come, including the recognition of learning in 
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activities outside the traditional classroom. Explicit mentions were made of internships, field 
experiences, and online and hybrid programs in adult-friendly timeframes. 
3. Technology as a tool to enhance student learning. 
 
 
   
 
 
Figure 4.3. Real Time Delphi results, projection 3. 
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The majority of panelists agreed that student learning could be enhanced by the 
application of technology, both for pedagogical and economic reasons. The panel made the 
consideration of how younger generations expect technology enhanced learning and interaction, 
and that institutions either respond or alternative providers will.  All respondents agreed that this 
is happening now. 
4. Focus on providing a student learning-based curriculum that maps out what students 
need to learn to be well-educated citizens and increase their employability (rather than the 
present system based on what faculty can and want to teach and offer students). 
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Figure 4.4. Real Time Delphi results, projection 4. 
Panelists expressed their agreement with this concept of dual value of higher education 
for the student (citizenry and employability). A few comments were explicit about faculty: “If 
only more faculty can see that knowledge domains like the liberal arts are means to ends (the 
educated citizen) rather than ends in themselves” and “only with faculty buy-in.” All agreed that 
the balance of both dimensions is important, and warned about the risks of putting one before the 
other in terms of importance or intensity of effort.  
The differences came in the discussion about “likelihood,” where opinions were evenly 
divided among those who believe that students and market demands will exert enough influence 
on institutions to find that balance, and those who believe that faculty incentives and reward 
system are stacked against this approach. Only one participant thought it would never happen, 
because faculty already believe this is already happening. One panelist mentioned external 
benchmarks like the DQP as important contributions that are nevertheless not sufficient, arguing 
that accreditors and colleges are not willing to come up with clear definitions of what a “globally 
competent citizen” is and how to adapt the enterprise to pursue that outcome. 
5. The need to develop a new conception of the role of faculty and faculty careers, 
including the different types of faculty, in order to reconfigure how instruction is provided and 
  
102 
who provides it, as well as to understand the nature of the multiple careers of those people 
involved. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5. Real Time Delphi results, projection 5. 
There was a majority agreement on the desirability and importance of developing a new 
conception of the role of faculty, including reconfiguring how instruction is provided. Some 
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panelists indicated the important of differentiation and reconfiguration of the faculty role, and the 
necessary shift from a teaching to a learning paradigm.  
Disagreement was more obvious in the viability and likelihood discussion. Most panelists 
still believe that the conventional model will prevail in general, and changes are not widespread 
and have only happened as a reaction to budget cuts rather than in an intentional and planned 
manner. There is a recognition that faculty operate in a semi-autonomous “craftsmen” mode. 
Some recognize that the current model of differentiated faculty roles as tenure-track, clinical, 
research, and part-time is enough to create room for this projection to materialize. Several 
panelists mentioned the realities of part-time faculty as not conducive to transformation, using 
words like “severely exploited” or “part-time faculty are full-time faculty in waiting for a 
permanent job.” Others mentioned clinical faculty and practitioners are members of the faculty 
corps that have a lot to contribute in this regard. Interestingly enough, most respondents agreed 
that this transformation of the role of faculty is happening now. 
6. The need to collaborate and share resources across higher education institutions and 
outsource providers.  
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Figure 4.6. Real Time Delphi results, projection 6. 
The current declines in enrollment and financial pressures, panelists said, are too strong 
not to consider alliances, mergers, and collaborations to improve the overall sustainability of the 
institution.  Some panelists indicated, however, that current dynamics do not show sign of true 
collaboration or sharing, and consist more of “meet and talk.” One panelist suggested that having 
more publicized models of sharing and outsourcing would help. The dilemma expressed by the 
panel was that collaboration is part of academic culture, but the market model is based on 
principles of competition. Those who believe this is likely to occur more in the future indicated 
that it is happening with many business functions, libraries, technology, and similar operations 
with large economies of scale in a manner that is non-intrusive on faculty. Most believe that it 
will happen in the next five to 10 years due to increased external pressures (costs, globalization, 
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technology), although at the same time most believe it will remain an operational transformation 
and will not translate into inter-institutional collaborative efforts on the academic side. 
7. The need to clarify the purposes of higher education. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7. Real Time Delphi results, projection 7. 
Panelists were concerned that practices that increase privatization and competition as 
well as “vocationalization” threaten the purposes of higher education as a public good. 
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Additionally, declining public funding of higher education contributes to entrepreneurial 
ventures that undermine the purposes of higher education. They recognized that there seems to 
be little consensus among key stakeholders, pointing out that parents see higher education as a 
tool of upward mobility or merit, business see it as a pipeline of employees that they wish to 
control, and federal and state governments view it as a key element of the economy, yet a sort of 
unruly, non-listening player. For some, the purposes of different kinds of institutions have been 
blurred, which needs to be clarified and acted upon. Panelists see an increasing confusion about 
the purpose of higher education leading to greater division within the universities and across 
sectors. 
In terms of viability, there is a recognition that public pressure will increase, demanding 
accountability and clarification on the purposes of higher education, which will in turn provoke 
reactions from state legislatures and accreditation. Panelists welcomed the idea of a larger public 
debate to reassert the democratic purposes of higher education; otherwise employment will end 
up as the only aim. Participants indicated that it is an important debate to continue to have in any 
and all institutions, if only to keep checking them out in terms of fit with social needs and 
alignment of their theory and practice. They recognized that, at the same time, most institutions 
are “mixed purpose,” and balance is thus an important issue.  
Panelists agreed that in the next five years, if the pressure to defend the value of a college 
degree (as opposed to other forms of credentialing) continues, then the need to define and clarify 
the purpose of higher education would be necessary and highly differentiated by the type and 
mission of individual institutions. 
8. The need to reconfigure how higher education should be and can be managed. 
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Figure 4.8. Real Time Delphi results, projection 8. 
This particular projection triggered a lot of opposite reactions. It seemed that some 
respondents were not convinced that higher education is broken or mismanaged, and that public 
institutions have suffered big cuts, so it goes on as best as it can. On the opposite side of the 
spectrum, others pointed that higher education needs to be managed, because it is not managed 
right now, positing that it is very important to create a new management system that produces 
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higher quality at a lower cost. There is a sentiment that state governments need to develop a 
better system of managing the public and not making short-term, political decisions, although 
outside pressure continues to be seen as a way to push for better management practices. Some 
participants indicated that actions from state coordinating boards, accreditation processes, and 
legislative actions in the past decades have changed the way higher education is managed, a 
trend that will continue to increase. Internal self-governance will change even more as a result of 
union actions and as more and more part-time faculty are hired. High turnover of senior 
administrators also has an impact on this in many institutions.  
Panelists agreed that substantial changes in the management model will occur in the next 
five years, while recognizing that there is too much resistance to expect change in management 
anytime soon. Too many CEOs, CAOs, and increasingly trustees are too focused on short-term 
goals and gains to address the major issues that require many years to implement effectively. 
Most panelists believe that traditional institutions will lurch forward and backward in 
management styles as they react to external forces, while only few will lead from the inside or 
from a firm commitment to a vision. 
9. The lack of sustainability of present financial structure forces institutions to explore 
new business models. 
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Figure 4.9. Real Time Delphi results, projection 9. 
The panel believes that the system cannot continue to operate unless schools are 
financially healthy. Some said that the higher education business model is broken, but 
unfortunately they still see many institutions going under rather than changing. There is 
agreement that cost containment is an important issue, especially when one considers who the 
future students are, more diverse and low income, and the coming needs of the workforce; 
however, one of the ways this dilemma is addressed is through diversification of the educational 
options rather than all institutions exploring new business models. Some believe that mergers 
and partnerships will emerge as new business models.  
The viability of new business models depends, panelists say, on leadership and 
conditions. Some indicated that unless federal and state governments stop providing much of the 
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funding for higher education, through financial aid to students, a new business model is unlikely. 
Others said that with good leadership, it is extremely viable, but it is impossible without it. 
The panel recognized that unless new models emerge, all but the wealthy private 
institutions will fail because they will be unaffordable for everyone except the very wealthy. All 
recognized the difficulty of profound economic model transformations, because incrementalism 
is a time-honored way of operating and institutions that are well resourced and more selective 
have less incentive to change very much. There is a sense that there is too much evidence of 
institutions surviving and trying to maintain instead of adopting new models and all the risks 
they entail. Crises will be the catalyst for change, and as mentioned above the tendency to 
incrementalism and reversion to the ”past” will continue to dominate in the near term. More than 
15 years from now, there will be a majority of new business models in place, driven by 
competency based learning, the need for a defined pathway of life-long learning, a radically 
changed academic workforce, and technology. 
10. Tenure will be phased out and replaced by other formulas (i.e., faculty ownership of 
institutional shares). 
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Figure 4.10. Real Time Delphi results, projection 10. 
The panel was clearly divided on the issue of tenure. Some suggested tenure is not the 
key problem, others see more harm than good from it. The panel warned about the risks of 
focusing on tenure becoming a distraction from more important issues at the institutional and 
system level. The influx of part-time adjunct faculty is recognized as a trend that is already 
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happening, and the panel predicted that part-time faculty will replace many tenured retirees, so 
change will happen by drift.  
The panel asserted that the reality of a majority of contingent faculty will force many 
institutions to adopt a new model. The tipping point for higher education will occur when a 
group (maybe a system like CSU, an association like AASCU, or a state regulatory commission) 
moves to a new model. If a state legislature were to impose a new model on their public 
institutions and it seemed to be viable, legislation by emulation could spread more quickly than it 
otherwise would. There is also a recognition that this shift is cost driven, and it is starting to 
occur but not with creative solutions like “shares.” 
11. Digital personal learning passports are the new electronic transcripts. Organized by 
learning outcome, assessed and validated by faculty, stamped both inside and outside the 
institution, they travel with the student globally. 
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Figure 4.11. Real Time Delphi results, projection 11. 
The panel agreed that everything will be digital, and although this type of solution is 
already in place for most professional fields and certificates, participants think that getting the 
rest of higher education on board with this will be difficult and costly. The spread of opinions in 
the “likely to occur” question is very even, with more questions related to the difficulty on the 
mechanics and the intentionality.  If the learning passport is perceived as tied primarily to 
employment-related learning, then higher education institutions will not adopt it.  
As far as the panel’s forecast in the number of years to implementation, all participants 
believe it will happen, but in the long term rather than short term. There is an understanding that 
global mobility based on transportable electronic credentials may greatly benefit workers in 
fields like health care. The European Union experience is highlighted as a potential source of 
lessons learned if the United States were to embark on a similar process.  
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12. A new “low-profit” model will emerge to compete with the traditional “for profit” 
model. A low-profit institution is a social enterprise where purpose is before profit, and 
shareholders are held accountable for social outcomes. 
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Figure 4.12. Real Time Delphi results, projection 12. 
Panelists suggested that higher education costs too much, and this fact alone is already 
pushing it in the direction of finding hybrid models like the “low profit” mentioned in this 
projection. Some panelists expressed a belief that the “nonprofit” model already responds as a 
good-enough alternative to the “for profit” model. Others feel like “for profit” institutions would 
not change this way, although there is a sentiment that there will be a further blurring of what it 
  
116 
means to be “for profit,” “not for profit,” and “public” in the context of American higher 
education.  
Some expressed a belief that the low-profit model is already emerging, but they are not 
sure that will be relevant to investors, pointing that they are looking for a financial reward before 
everything else. In most cases, it was seen as a potential structure for emerging low-cost 
providers of degrees below AA degree and workforce relevant certificates. 
13. Stackable credentials are the norm, providing more on and off ramps to students from 
high school all the way up to PhD. 
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Figure 4.13. Real Time Delphi results, projection 13. 
Two panelists did not understand the formulation of this projection. There is a sense that 
stackable credentials will not happen at the graduate level, but more at the level of technical and 
occupational degrees. As suggested in other responses, the external forces (needs of society) will 
push institutions to accept stackable credentials. Panelists indicate that institutions already do it 
without much thought in the acceptance of transfer credits. The challenge now is accepting 
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“credits” from non-traditional providers. There will have to be an alternative to regional 
accreditation for such providers or accreditors will need to change their policies to allow greater 
flexibility. The key issue is quality, and the panel insisted that American higher education needs 
to be able to address the quality of credentials in a transnational context. 
14. State Open Universities (SOU) emerge as public online alternatives offered by most 
states using competency-based direct assessment model. 
 
 
Figure 4.14. Real Time Delphi results, projection 14. 
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The panel suggested there will be more online degrees than now, but not necessarily in 
the form of competency-based education. There was a sense that states could establish these 
easily, and that it could bring a much-needed degree of legitimacy to competency-based 
education, while establishing a meaningful standard of comparability that is lacking with the 
current system of course based grades. Competition was mentioned as a driver for innovation 
and cost savings, where ideas like this one can take off. 
Participants expressed a belief that if the model for this question is something like 
Western Governors University implemented on a state-by-state basis, then it is likely to occur. 
The extent of participation, however, will depend on other factors, including the kinds and extent 
of other transformations among traditional providers. They see this model will continue to 
develop, although those with higher socioeconomic status will continue to seek traditional 
undergraduate experiences, while graduate programs will be delivered in more open university 
formats. 
Summary of Step Two 
 
During this phase, using a round-less Delphi instrument, I gathered both quantitative and 
qualitative data about a series of 14 projections. Generally speaking, consensus on desirability 
and importance was reached more times than on viability and likelihood.  This seems to imply 
the need for a balanced approach between vision and implementation. Qualitative comments 
pointed to barriers and opportunities to the diffusion and adoption of these innovations. Panelists 
agreed that the future will include a combination of technologies in service to student learning, 
but warned about the need to increase faculty engagement and development during the journey. 
As in step one, panelists mentioned that faculty roles will evolve from a teaching-centric model 
to a student learning-centric model, and that assessments of learning using external rubrics at 
  
120 
institutional and program level will eventually be adopted to replace seat time as a proxy for 
learning.  
Another dominant issue was the challenge for institutions, accrediting and legislative 
bodies to recognize new types of credentials in the future, without compromising the true 
purpose and value of higher learning. In that regard, the group members expressed that the value 
delivered by higher education to individuals and society should be a balance between citizenry 
and employability. 
The panel recognized that new models would emerge in response to public, business, and 
financial pressures. There were explicit mentions to competency-based education, online 
education, and “flipped classrooms” as innovative forms of delivery that are gaining momentum. 
It was interesting to read explicit calls for better leadership and management skills within 
institutions, particularly in comments under the “viability” category. I perceived group consensus 
on the need to recognize the strong winds of change, and concern about lack of leadership to 
captain and steer their ships in the right direction.   
I noticed a significant level of skepticism regarding broad system adoption of these 
projections, as panelists indicated high levels of desirability and importance, and low levels of 
viability, likelihood, or time to implementation. 
Step Three: Convening 
 
On February 6, 2014, the research panel was convened to participate in a backcasting 
session. Out of the 13 original members, eight panelists attended in person, two participated via 
the phone, and three did not participate. The convening was organized in two consecutive 
sessions with lunch served in between the two. The first half focused on describing a shared 
vision of the future of higher education by 2025 and how organizations should navigate it, based 
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on the expert advice of the panelists. The second half focused on wisdom and wise design, 
starting with a discussion on these concepts and continuing with a reflection on if and how they 
were applied in the first session of the day. 
The session started at 8:45am with introductions and agenda, followed by a quick 
overview of the results gathered to that date. The first exercise was aimed at creating a shared 
vision of the conditions under which Higher Education will operate in 2025 in the United States. 
In order to create the shared vision of the conditions by 2025, the group was exposed to a list of 
the projections marked as “desirable” from the previous Real Time Delphi phase with a mean 
value of 4.5 or higher on a seven-point Likert scale.  
1. Focus on providing a student learning-based curriculum that maps out what students need 
to learn to be well educated citizens and increase their employability (rather than the present 
system based on what faculty can -and want- to teach and offer students). (Mean = 6)  
2. The need to develop a new conception of the role of faculty and faculty careers—including 
the different types of faculty—reconfiguring how instruction is provided and who provides it 
and what is the nature of the multiple careers of those people involved. (Mean = 5.71) 
3. Digital personal learning passports are the new electronic transcript. Organized by 
learning outcome, assessed and validated by faculty, stamped both inside and outside the 
institution, travel with the student globally. (Mean = 5.66) 
4. Higher education shifts from time-based to mastery-based learning evaluated through 
assessment of learning. (Mean = 5.5) 
5. The need to collaborate and share resources across higher education institutions and 
outsource providers. (Mean = 5.42) 
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6. The lack of financial sustainability is forcing institutions to explore new business 
models. (Mean = 5.42) 
7. Technology as a tool to enhance student learning. (Mean = 5.25) 
8. The need to reconfigure how higher education should be and can be managed. (Mean = 
5) 
9. The need to clarify the purposes of higher education. (Mean = 4.85) 
The group wanted to add a few more future projections to the initial list that could be 
seen as future pressures coming from the higher education system itself: 
• The economic model of higher education is broken (high tuition/high aid). The 
alternative models being proposed right now are based on revenue generation, not 
cost-cutting.  
• There is a prestige model at play—those institutions most in need of change are least 
likely to make the change until an elite institution “goes first.” 
• Participants express their doubt in the ability to scale common solutions across the 
diversity of institutions.  
• They articulated the need for a new credentialing system to emerge, perhaps one that 
is parallel to or separate from the institution.  
• Participants mentioned a growing problem with faculty development—in their view, 
it has not been an institutional priority, and push toward more “rational,” 
productivity-related change has not brought along the necessary faculty 
development/faculty competencies needed under system change.  
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In addition to forces from inside higher education, the group discussed external pressures 
(Stewart, 2008) using the STEEP framework (society, technology, economy, environment, and 
policy), which is commonly used in future research studies. 
Society. 
 
S1. Socio-cultural and demographics shifts. Participants pointed that there is major 
cultural and socio-economic change at play. The United States is going through a demographic 
shift (Williams & Spagat, 2013) similar to the one experienced in Southern California. In the 
years between this meeting and 2025, the Hispanic population in that region will be larger than 
the white population. The group also indicated that the age profile will shift as well and the 
majority of students will be first-generation. The significance of this demographic shift was 
noted as it has implications for student treatment due to stereotypes.  
S2. Issues of class. Another aspect highlighted by the research panel is that American 
society will continue the trend of increasing class/income stratification. Participants anticipated 
that low mobility for low-income students will persist, with reduced selection limiting their 
capacity to move within society. Low-performing institutions drawing on local populations will 
particularly exacerbate this issue.  
Technology. 
 
T1. Students continue to seek and benefit from human interaction. Panelists observed that 
as much as technology will continue to be a more integral part of life, and that institutions shall 
follow that trend by integrating technology in the student experience, there might be a natural 
limit to technology integration in education delivery due to human desire for interaction. 
T2. Technology driven by private investors, not often generated within the institution. 
The panel observed that, in order to cope with the investments required to provide advanced 
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technology platforms to students and faculty, institutions will face an increased need to partner 
with private investors that can provide the necessary financing to acquire and run those 
platforms. Participants indicated that there is a growing risk of leaving poor institutions behind.  
T3. Substantial increase in quality of learning resources, which enables higher quality 
teaching and learning if implemented. The panel highlighted that technology will continue to 
enable the production of digital materials to be utilized for free or at very low prices, allowing 
pedagogy to evolve (Beetham & Sharpe, 2013) by maximizing the potential for redesigning, 
sharing, delivering, and reusing student learning activities. 
Economy. 
 
E1. Increasing inequality and shrinking middle class will be a key driver in changing the 
business model of higher education institutions. Participants posited that the current disparities in 
income and class in American society will lead to the erosion of purchasing power of the middle 
class, thus affecting the way higher education is seen, run, and funded. The belief among 
participants was that middle class families have been increasingly affected by the burden of 
increased tuition, and institutions have been gradually shifting the source of revenue to tuition 
increases as the only way of sustaining their current economic model. This view is shared by 
financial and policy experts, as addressed in Chapter II of this dissertation. Panelists anticipate 
explorations of new economic models will emerge as a consequence of this trend.   
E2. The debate over higher education as a public and/or private good will have future 
implications. The panel discussed the mounting pressure on higher education institutions, linked 
to the current polarization of political views, to revive the discussions about the economic value 
of higher education. This debate, a constant tension that has already received much academic and 
public attention nationally and internationally (Ball, 2013), was seen by panelists as having 
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fundamental implications in how society and policymakers develop expectations of how higher 
education should be shaped.  
E3. Coming confrontation around student debt—this burden is hampering “life” for 
young people. Undoubtedly, at the time of this research, panelists pointed the public and media 
pressure on the issue of student debt in America (Stiglitz, 2013) and how it is a significant 
burden both at a macro- and micro-economic level. The discussion reflected on a brief that 
indicates “over a lifetime of employment and saving, $53,000 in education debt leads to a wealth 
loss of nearly $208,000” (Hiltonsmith, 2013, p. 1). Panelists expressed concern about the $1.2 
trillion figure getting attention, and how it is abstract and devoid of context (how many 
borrowers, undergrad/grad breakdown, macroeconomic impact, etc). The panel felt that per 
graduate debt and default figures are relatable, but still do not tell society what this all means 
other than the negative perception that those levels of debt are not desirable.   
E4. Emergence of economy-driven institutions. As a consequence of these forces, and 
together with the pressure from society to focus on employability of students, the panel also 
forecasted the emergence of a new group of higher education institutions that would 
fundamentally focus their work on degrees and credentials leading primarily to fulfillment of 
employers’ needs.  
Policy. 
 
P1. Public policy, at both the state and federal level, is a major trigger for change. As 
panelists explained based on their experience, they would anticipate fundamental institutional 
transformations in large public institutions only if change is induced via legislative measures. 
The panel discussed how many colleges would fold without student aid funding. Their view of 
smaller private institutions is that many will have to shut down operations over the next 12 years.  
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P2. Increasing political polarization, nationally and at the state level, has implications for 
leadership appointments, investments, and accountability models.   
P3. Big disruption is coming in quality assurance system/accreditation. Alternative 
certification models will emerge to “count” learning from alternative sources.  
Broad Visions (Multi-Category) 
 
Participants noticed that there is a fundamental misalignment of students and 
institutions—wrong institutions, wrong places, wrong delivery, for the population we have.  
The United States is currently an international destination—that will very likely change 
in the future. This will have ramifications on business, enrollment, finance, etc.  
What Are We Missing? 
 
 I challenged the group to evaluate all projections to this point, and come up with any 
other thoughts and comments that could be considered relevant to this discussion about the future 
of American higher education. The following topics came up:  
 Private foundations was identified as a category in which we are lacking. A few years 
ago, several large private foundations were very active in higher education, but they retreated 
after seeing no substantial change in return for millions of dollars invested. The panel recognized 
that the intermediary role some foundations play is important, despite the major shift away from 
higher education by large foundations in the past. The choice of some foundations to work in 
policy-centered contexts was seen as a better point of leverage, with the recognition that many 
institutions of higher education would naturally resist change unless it is forced by the state 
legislature.  
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 It’s different this time. While ups and downs in the past have been brushed over as 
cyclical, evidence that it really is different this time, and that major disruption in the form of 
closing campuses, major mergers, etc., is coming.  
 Where is the source of innovation?  It is not coming from the higher education trade 
associations anymore, and looks more like “a thousand flowers blooming.” The group thought 
that some foundations are filling the space as source of innovation. 
Designing the Higher Education Institution of the Future 
  
 After agreeing on a shared vision depicting the forces that would shape American Higher 
Education in 2025, I asked the group to think about the following motivating questions: 
• How would you design an institution of higher education to thrive under those 
conditions? 
• How would you advise an up and coming college president about elements of future 
institutional design?  
• What should she or he take into consideration, based on your experience, and the 
vision we have just created? 
 The panel discussed these questions in a free flow format, an exchange of ideas, 
moderated by the researcher. The following are the main themes that emerged from the 
discussion. 
1. Student learning. The panel agreed that it must be the mission of the institution of the 
future.  
2. Purpose and constituents. Participants agreed that it is very important to engage 
constituents in discussions about the purpose of the institution of the future: Who does 
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my institution serve? Who is my master? Who are we? What do we do well? What are 
we proud of? Mission must be reflected in actions.   
3. Leadership and change management.  Leadership was highlighted as a major challenge 
moving into the 2025 organizational model. Participants posited that American higher 
education does not have the right capacities in current or emerging leaders to handle 
the level of change necessary for striving institutions under the conditions expected in 
2025. Leadership needs to understand active change management; be able to balance 
the short-term need to “fit in” with the longer-term need to reform; be willing to take 
proactive, considered and calculated risk; stay long enough to finish what they start; 
and balance stewardship and innovation.  
4. Performance and fiscal transparency. There was a sense that institutions of the future 
must map backwards against desired outcomes, so they can have clear strategic and 
operational roadmaps. The group discussed RCM (responsibility-centered 
management) as a tool that can empower various units to change with broader 
institutional goals. There is a need to understand the true costs, expenses, and cross-
subsidies external to and within the university, including lower/upper class courses; 
athletics; subsidiary organizations (hospitals, etc.). Further, fiscal decisions need to be 
tied to outcomes. 
5. Structure. Participants indicated that there is growing evidence that higher education 
institutions will look a lot like hospitals in the healthcare industry, including 
mergers/acquisitions, as well as evidence that vertical spread (more students, same 
structure) may be less desirable than horizontal alternatives. Panelists brought up the 
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centralization vs. decentralization dilemma playing an important role in decisions 
related to structure.  
6. Funding. Panelists agreed that there is a need for more predictable forms of funding 
higher education institutions. They questioned whether the current tuition/subsidy 
model has long-term viability. These shifts and external forces have implications for 
leadership in developing sustainable models while avoiding revenue-chasing and 
student-chasing schemes. 
7. Faculty and staff. The panel recommended embracing and involving faculty as change 
agents, but understanding fully what they can and cannot do, and where other sources 
of power are.  
Survey on 2025 Direction of Higher Education  
 
 Before lunch, the panel was asked to fill a survey that presented future choices for 
American Higher Education institutions, collected from a series of previous conversations with 
external stakeholders (reporters, NGO professionals, education entrepreneurs). Each panelist was 
asked to make her or his own forecast of where American Higher Education is leaning in each 
one of the polarities presented. Figure 4.15 represents the overall collection of answers, on a 
scale of one to five. Each white cell has a number that represents the amount of replies collected 
in that point of the scale. The highlighted blue represents the “side” toward which the opinions 
were leaning to. A highlighted blue in the middle represents an even spread toward both poles.  
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Figure 4.15. Direction of higher education in 2025. 
 The panel sensed that American higher education will lean toward a hybrid that looks 
like: more public, more not-for-profit, more breadth of programs, more focused on US soil, more 
adult students, more competency-based, more rolling contracts for faculty, more mergers, more 
adjuncts, with sticker price aligned with net price, more outsourced services, more workforce 
internships as credit-bearing learning experiences, a balance between teaching and research, 
more institutional intellectual property, more state/board accountability, more applied learning, 
and more emphasis on student employability.  
1 2 3 4 5
PUBLIC 2 4 4 PRIVATE
NONPROFIT 2 3 2 3 FOR/PROFIT
CLASSROOM 2 3 5 ONLINE
DEPTH/OF/PROGRAMS 2 1 3 4 BREADTH/OF/PROGRAMS
U.S.A. 1 4 3 2 OUT/OF/U.S.A.
AGE/18822/ 1 2 7 ADULT
COURSE8BASED 2 4 4 COMPETENCY8BASED
TENURE 1 2 4 3 ROLLING/CONTRACTS
GO/ALONE 1 2 2 4 1 MERGE/PARTNER
FULL8TIME/FACULTY 1 3 4 2 ADJUNCT/FACULTY
MERID/AID 1 3 4 1 NEED/AID
TUITION/DISCOUNT 1 2 7
BRING/STICKER/PRICE/IN/LINE/WITH/
NET/PRICE
DIVISION/I/SPORTS 2 2 1 4 NO/SPORTS
OUTSOURCE/SERVICES/(housing,/counseling/
center,/health/center,/recreation/center) 2 4 2 1 IN8HOUSE/SERVICES
STUDENT/LEADERSHIP/EXPERIENCES 1 7 2
WORKFORCE/INTERNSHIP/
EXPERIENCES
TEACHING 3 5 2 RESEARCH
INDIVIDUAL/INTELLECTUAL/PROPERTY 1 2 6
INSTITUTIONAL/INTELLECTUAL/
PROPERTY
INSTITUTIONAL/ACTOR/ACCOUNTABILITY/
(FACULTY/SENATE,/STUDENTS,/STAFF) 1 1 5 1 STATE/BOARD/ACCOUNTABILITY
CONCEPTUAL/LEARNING 2 8 APPLIED/LEARNING
STUDENT/EMPLOYABILITY/IS/NOT/OUR/JOB 6 4 STUDENT/EMPLOYABILITY/IS/OUR/JOB
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 This picture contrasts somehow with some of the findings in the Real Time Delphi, 
although experts continued to recognize critical tensions that lead to hybrid solutions. It is 
interesting to note the spread of opinions in the continuum of these polarities.  
Discussion of Wisdom and Organizational Design 
 
 After lunch, I asked the panel to reflect on the concepts of wisdom, wise and unwise, and 
their meaning in the context of characterizing higher education institutions of the future.  
Panelists described wisdom as 
• Experience and knowledge below consciousness that one can draw upon to make 
informed decisions 
• Positive action confirmed by hindsight 
• Situational/Contextual – depends on experience and context one is working within 
• Judicious application of knowledge 
• Time-bound 
• Favors the long-term, requires horizon-view; “thinking for the 7th generation” 
• Many similar components to strategic thinking 
• Requires understanding of who org/culture/individual impacts, and requires clear 
statement around the value basis org/culture/individual is working 
• Requires consistent identity and value-set 
After hearing their own conceptualizations of wisdom, I asked the panel to reflect on 
their prior contributions when discussing the future of institutions of higher education, and 
reflect if they felt these concepts were already embedded in the discussions so far.   
There were interesting connections between leadership and wisdom during the course of 
this exchange, including the concept of backing executive courage with wisdom (Beyer & Nino, 
  
132 
1998) as well as the recognition of limitations and possibilities. Panelists brought up the 
responsibility of a college president to assemble a team that acts wisely as a collective. In this 
context, diversity was mentioned as a key element of a wise leadership team, avoiding a 
monochromatic approach to leadership. Group dynamics and established rituals (faculty 
meetings, committees) were not perceived as designed to enhance group wisdom (Mannes, 2009) 
in recognition of the complexity of roles and responsibilities, even though the individuals could 
be perceived as wise. 
Outcomes orientation and validation of outcomes after the fact were considered elements 
of wisdom in the context of organizations. Also, the need for having a long-term approach was 
mentioned several times, including developing a vision and the need for higher education leaders 
to stay longer in their leadership positions, as well as the need for teams at all levels to work 
together for long periods of time.  
The panel discussed that in order to be seen as wise an organization should work at a 
more “elevated” level than simply focusing on outcomes and results.  Considering future 
consequences before taking action, as well as providing stewardship and a life supporting 
approach to the work, were discussed as elements of wise organization.  
Discussions led to the concept of “wise decisions” in the context of organizations. The 
group talked about how decisions could be seen as wise at the moment, but analyzed after some 
time could conclude with evidence that the consequences were wrong for the institution or the 
students. The opposite was also discussed, on how decisions that can be seen as hard to make or 
tough at the moment, were seen as wise over time. It was interesting that the group considered 
that a decision, good or bad in terms of outcomes, should not be considered unwise, unless it was 
done for personal ego interest. In other words, if an organization makes decisions just for their 
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own benefit, whether it is a great decision or a poor decision, it is not a wise decision unless it 
considers others.  
Having reached this point, the group began talking about values and purpose. The 
concept of making value-based decisions led to a discussion about a higher purpose, with 
societal benefits.  A condition for an institution of the future to be seen as wise is not just to have 
a clear purpose (“I want to make money” or “I want to be the preferred online learning 
institution”), but having it tied to the institutional values in ways that benefit society, students in 
particular. 
Difficult operating conditions, particularly financial pressures, for publicly funded as well 
as small private institutions, present challenges to leaders in those institutions when analyzed 
from a wisdom perspective. The group discussed cases where certain program offerings seem to 
contribute to the well-being of a local community, yet a strategic analysis would indicate that it 
is not sustainable to keep it open from a business model point of view. Apart from this “self vs. 
others” dilemma, the “present vs. future consequences” was a very prominent category in the 
course of the dialog. It was discussed that some cultures, like Native American, embrace 
selflessness, long-term-ness, and future orientation as a value-added approach for coming 
generations.  
The panel moved back to values in the context of ethics, bringing the need to be explicit 
about being ethical with future leaders. They discussed the need for institutions to develop an 
ethos that focuses on value to society through the contributions of their students, and allows 
striking a balance between past and future, identity and innovation.  
Balancing was mentioned several times as a key quality of a wise organization. A clear 
example was put when a panelist discussed the need to bring experienced and inexperienced 
  
134 
professionals to the same table, in a spirit of pursuing possibilities and being aware but not 
paralyzed by its limitations. This mix of experience and freshness could prevent the creation of 
defense mechanisms (De Meyer, 2006) that could actually hinder innovation and progress of the 
organization. 
The group transitioned to a discussion about the idea of “being wise” as an organization, 
and whether that was even possible, due the human nature of wisdom, to see organizations or 
systems (Ciborra, 2002) as wise. It was interesting to see the paradox of “organization as a 
persona” together with “organization as a group of human beings.” The group concluded that it 
would be more appropriate to focus the discussion around the concept of creating a “wise 
organizational culture.” It was in that context that they discussed concepts like “wise processes” 
vs. “wise decision making” as an important cultural element. For the panel, those would be 
processes that are aligned with the mission, consistent with its purpose, and committed to 
seeding the future in a way that is sustainable for the organization that carries on the 
organization’s values.  
This part of the discussion concluded with a reflection on the uniqueness of higher 
education institutions with regard to the value society puts on their longevity. Many times seen 
as an obstacle when conflated with tradition or immobilism, longevity can be an asset when it 
comes down to developing perspective in the long term. Other sectors are more constrained by 
shorter cycles, like corporations and businesses. The research panel argued that the ability to 
capitalize on longevity in terms of institutional stewardship and sustainability should be part of 
the culture rather than dependent on a “heroic,” long-lasting leader figure. The latter could be 
harmful in the long run, because the institution could suffer the consequences of replacing that 
leader figure and not having the ability to develop a long-term perspective as part of the 
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organizational culture and processes. The panel also brought up the dilemma of “innovation vs 
tradition” as part of this discussion. 
Discussion of the Wise by Design Framework 
 
The last part of the convening was about the eight dimensions under study in the Wise by 
Design conceptual model that I proposed to frame this research. I asked the panel to look at eight 
descriptors projected on the screen and discuss whether they would consider revisiting any of the 
previous discussions after reading those descriptors. After further clarification, the panel opened 
a discussion about the need for balance across all dimensions. Exposure to the framework caused 
an immediate reaction of “what’s missing in the framework” rather than “what’s missing in our 
work under those eight lenses.”  In that regard, the group highlighted the importance of process, 
context, outcomes, and reflection as elements of wisdom that were not clearly identified in the 
list of 8.  After clarifying that the purpose of this research was not to create a comprehensive list 
of wisdom attributes, but to explore how these particular eight dimensions interplay in the design 
of an organization, the group realized that some dimensions were implicit in their design 
recommendations, like intuition. The group brought up again an interesting debate about being 
wise vs. being successful, pointing at organizations with leaders that would not fit the description 
of someone with characteristics like “humane” but whose results were perceived as extremely 
successful in terms of achieving their outcomes.  
With the WBD framework projected on the screen before them and before moving to a 
more explicit data collection on the eight dimensions using a survey instrument, the group 
reflected on their day, and expressed feeling good about their contributions. They thought it was 
quite affirming to see how they had covered these dimensions within a few hours in a spirit of 
reflection and generosity with each other. 
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Survey on Wise by Design Applied to Organizations 
 
 Before adjourning the day, participants were presented with an exit survey that asked 
them to write brief statements for each one of the eight principles of Wise by Design with 
relation to organizations. The question followed the following format: 
An organization can become more [WBD design principle] by [statement].   
 The following is a synthesis of the data collected. 
 Rational  
• Remembering that rationality has a value aspect to it (Simon, 1976); organizations 
must not confuse rational with linear. 
• Making sure the organization plans multi-year for budget, programming, student 
learning all aligned with mission.  
• Hiring expertise with diverse experiences and perspectives. 
• Having a vision to guide decision-making taking into account facts as known. 
• Collecting, using, and evaluating data, both quantitative and qualitative. 
• Looking clearly at options open to it and options it can create. 
• By studying itself, and systematically gathering data and analyzing it frequently. 
• Using external measures as well as internal to evaluate effectiveness. 
• Asking how we know if value is added (outcomes). 
• Staying current and widely sharing information and best practices, using  data-based 
planning processes, and developing the capacity of the institution, especially the 
leadership team, to put this into practice. 
• Utilizing and sharing data on all aspects of the organization. 
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Intuitive  
• Reflecting on actions and seeking “outliers” in practices or beliefs. 
• Being flexible with the strategic vision, and open to opportunity. 
• Having leadership that publicly acknowledges that perceptions not grounded in 
evidence have validity. 
• Being open to the unexpected, inexperienced, unknown (i.e., seeking out things not 
always known).  
• Following its instincts but not being trapped by them. 
• Playing with ideas individually and at teams. 
• Taking the time to listen to a broad section of people without immediately evaluating 
the content of their ideas; encouraging creativity as well as analysis. 
• Having leaders who are authentic, good listeners, out and about, with good judgment.  
• Having conversations with stakeholders, and monitoring the changing environment. 
Practical 
• Intentionally using the principles of evaluation and inquiry to deconstruct its practices 
(or policies and structures) and learn how they work. 
• Taking into account investment and disinvestment that is aligned, though difficult, 
with the strategic vision. 
• Being clear about the goals assessing progress and using the results to inform change. 
• Taking facts, data, big data, and past experience into account in designing actions. 
• Evaluating its actions in terms of achieving desired outcomes. 
• Reading the tea leaves and figuring out how to make situations work in its favor. 
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• Seeking out examples of “what works” on the other campuses of the organization and 
avoiding the pitfall of believing innovation must only be created internally. 
• Bringing research and current best practices into conversation about the future. 
• Learning more about the larger context of their industry, its challenges, and 
opportunities (short and long term), especially as they relate to their mission. 
• Keeping the end goal in mind, and not the means or methods. 
Ethical  
• Not being averse to difficult/uncomfortable dialogues.  
• Always asking who benefits and how do they benefit. 
• Proverbs 36:21 “open your mouth with wisdom and let the teaching of kindness be on 
your tongue.” 
• Articulating core values, reinforce them through action consistent with those values. 
• Being aware of values, mission, and a duty to the public good. 
• Consciously considering the ethical dimensions in al decisions. 
• Doing what is right and fair. 
• Explicating its core values and ensuring these are constantly part of the language of 
the institution.  
• Knowing its mission and the significance of it for society.  
• Treating those within the organization as holistic beings, not simply work resources. 
• Being ethical and humane in theory and practice and building a culture that supports 
this over time.    
• Developing and sharing constantly the institutional values among its members and 
insisting these values guide decisions. 
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 Aesthetic  
• By paying attention to the authenticity of discourses about such things as quality, 
learning outcomes; not jumping on the bandwagon of fads and initiatives. 
• The outcomes should all be in the best interest of the students. 
• Incorporating values into mission and goals, along with pragmatic outcomes 
• Reflecting/thinking before acting, by taking time to ensure the intended result will 
actually achieve the intent.  
• Generating a shared vision of desired outcomes. 
• Stating desired outcomes and devising ways of getting there without destroying trust 
• Bringing all diverse stakeholders to articulate outcomes, then testing these on 
“outsiders.” 
• Always include at least one poet!  
• Honoring its history and projecting its most noble aspirations into the future.  
• Paying attention to process as well as outcomes. 
• Designing and utilizing lively, engaging ongoing processes to define these outcomes 
so they are real/alive, clear, and widely shared/aligned in the organization. 
• Developing a long-range vision that is shared with outcomes developed for each 
stage—a revolutionary vision with an evolutionary plan. 
 Balanced  
• Being willing to say “no” to initiatives that do not fit. 
• Being patient in approaching the work. Think as a marathoner: It isn’t about time of 
the race, but finishing. Long slow distance. 
• Creating processes that value diverse perspectives. 
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• Encouraging competing views and creating an environment where civil dissent is 
accepted as valuable. 
• Being practical and changing course when needed. 
• Listening to all voices and involving them in the decision-making processes. 
• Listening! Always be mindful that decisions/actions need to be tested before 
implementation. 
• Having a variety of diverse but respectful voices designing the future. Amazing 
difference. 
• Doing worthwhile work, while visibly supporting and valuing everyone's 
contribution, and providing many opportunities for growth. 
• Not sweating the small stuff. 
 Time-sensitive (takes into consideration past, present, and future) 
• Not forgetting history in order to understand the present. The current inequities and 
stratification in higher education did not just happen; they have historical antecedents. 
• Staying tuned to the core of values of the institution.  
• Asking what are the internal/external variables impacting the organization.  
• Planning for the long term, in order to create a sustainable future. 
• Having a cadre of elders who understand and can interpret the past, and young people 
who need to anticipate the future. 
• Being alert to current conditions that have not yet manifested themselves as important 
or consequential, and imagining how they might become so. 
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• Being aware of the organizational foundations, its strengths and weaknesses, and 
what the present and the future require for success, however, that is designed or 
defined. 
• Including a set of probing questions when making decisions. Ex: how does this 
“decision” build on our past? If it doesn’t, why this might be appropriate? 
• Developing new rituals to make new innovation while maintaining the best traditions 
of the past. This work is symbolic as well as intellectual. 
• Developing and using meaningful ongoing practices/conversations to revisit past, 
present, and future challenges and opportunities and celebrate past accomplishments 
while nurturing innovation.    
• Beginning planning with values and what will stay the same as the institution moves 
to the future. 
Adaptive  
• Understanding the underlying principles, practices, and structures in order to adapt 
them to new circumstances.  
• Recognizing that differences in student demographics require new expertise among 
faculty, staff, and leaders.  
• Taking the “ego” of the decision making out of the equation, and being willing to 
adapt, be flexible, and adopt anew approaches.  
• Recognizing that change is a fact of life, to be embraced not avoided. 
• Taking informal risks with a plan for assessing and revising. 
• Always being aware of what is on the horizon and what must be done in response to 
it. 
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• Proactively seeking feedback from its environment, its stakeholders and its own gut 
(intuition). 
• Constantly surveying the external landscape and bringing the best of the institution 
toward anticipated change in society.  
• Creating structures and roles for scanning the environment for relevant information 
on effective approaches, while ensuring buy-in and quality implementation. 
• Monitoring the environment constantly and building mechanisms that identify 
changes needed as well as institutional understanding that changes will happen. 
Step Four: Follow-up Questions 
 
In the course of the following two weeks, I invited  participants to contribute to a final 
and deeper individual follow up in order to further explore their views on their own “wisdom 
sense” and how to develop it, focusing in particular on the eight dimensions under study in this 
research. My expectation was that at least three would be willing to participate in this last and 
more profound set of individual questions. I invited panelists with an email that was formulated 
like this: 
In your work and life, how do you nurture / feed/ develop your: 
• Cognitive sense, love of knowledge, fact and evidence, objective.  
• Intuitive sense, when to follow your gut. 
• Practical sense, know how your experience pays. 
• Ethical sense, why should it matter what happens to others, and what is your role in 
that. 
• Aesthetic sense, how to be more articulate, how to create beautiful outcomes vs. ugly 
outcomes. 
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• Sense of balance, how to be tempered, moderate, poised, value the middle. 
• Adaptive sense, how to be more quick, agile and nimble, blend when you must, make 
adjustments. 
• Sense of time, put things in perspective of present, past, and future. 
Three panelists agreed to participate in this last step. All three respondents agreed that 
these senses are developed over time, and exposure to different experiences over the course of 
their personal and professional lives has helped them develop these senses.  All of them related 
with more intensity to the dimensions of knowledge, experience, intuition, and balance in 
relation to their personal and professional experiences. 
The first participant chose to discuss how life after retirement helped intensify the 
practice of reflection, which eventually led to nurturing of those senses simultaneously. She used 
the example of living in a rural area, in connection with nature, family, and pets, and far from the 
pressures of urban life and office hours. She had a sense of self-elevation that could not easily be 
achieved before, in the course of a working life. She referenced some spiritual figures, like 
Gandhi or Buddha, and how religious traditions emphasized the need to find time and space to 
reflect deeply. She also mentioned how it was important to bring these reflections back, and how 
sometimes retirement limits the ability to share and bring lessons back from her reflection to 
other people. 
The second participant mentioned that staying current reading newspapers and listening 
to the radio was an important part of feeding her cognitive sense. She also mentioned that 
preparing her teaching materials and reading interdisciplinary work was important to nurture this 
sense. She mentioned reading fiction and watching foreign films as other activities to feed her 
cognitive sense.  
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It was interesting that she discussed intuition in the context of recruitment of new 
personnel. She mentioned using her gut to make hiring decisions. In terms of nurturing her 
personal sense of time, she said that she tends to look at the future and forget about bad things 
that happened in the past, rarely holding grudges. 
The third participant discussed how time-ness, as he called it, or the ability to keep past, 
present, and future in perspective every time he was confronted with a new situation, help him in 
his professional life.  He felt that leadership and management cycles are becoming shorter, and 
those with historical perspective are gone by the time important decisions need to be made at 
organizational level.  He expressed the need to keep experienced people somehow in the loop as 
advisors to the leadership team, so they can help bring elements related to the foundations and 
reasons why institutions reached the point they are today. He also made a reference to 
evolutionary processes, and how older institutions have adapted using evolutive processes that 
need to be considered when innovation knocks at the door. 
All participants made reference to this research process as different because it helped 
them focus on the future, in a given context where they had experience and knowledge, and that 
created a set of enabling conditions. They also admitted that, although they did not meet for 
several years, it was not difficult to engage in conversations together again around a topic they 
all know and are passionate about.  
Upon reflecting on this process, the three panelists saw value in incorporating elements of 
the methodology used in this dissertation as part of organizational settings in their own 
institutions. One said that it would be helpful to engage in dialogue with her leadership team by 
asking them to review the same article about the future of higher education that this group 
reviewed, in an effort to co-create a shared vision for her institution. Another panelist mentioned 
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the discussion about future external forces in the STEEP framework (social, technological, 
economic, environmental, and political) as a very useful way to engage in the development or 
review of future changes. It was that combination of external and internal forces that, if reviewed 
with certain frequency and in constant dialogue with constituents, could enable the ability of 
organizations to adapt and thrive by anticipating and scenario planning, rather than reacting and 
barely thriving before conditions and events that were already upon them. 
These participants also explicitly noted the overlap across dimensions. One said that 
almost all of the eight dimensions under study could be somehow described using the word on 
another dimension.  For example, intuitive from an organizational perspective could be seen as 
having processes that allow groups and teams being open to unexpected or unanticipated 
emerging circumstances, which could also be very similar to exploring future scenarios. 
Similarly, the cognitive/rational dimension was described by some panelists as evidence and 
evaluation, which was precisely their view of what practical means.  For others, practical meant a 
balanced approach across the board, which coincides exactly with the description of the 
dimension labeled as “balance” in this study. 
The aesthetic dimension was the least common in terms of conceptualization, yet the one 
that elicited more intense reactions in terms of passion and participation. For one, student 
learning was the most beautiful outcome one could expect from education institutions at any 
level, including those institutions engaged in research level work. This participant recognized, 
though, that an aesthetic approach to organizational work could be the perfect alignment of all 
assets with the purpose and mission, as well as a clear articulation of those and their benefits to 
each constituent.  This participant mentioned lack of clarity and mission creep as elements that 
would impact negatively from an aesthetic perspective.  Another participant mentioned that 
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aesthetics had to do, for her, with the relational aspect of the teaching profession, beyond the 
learning that happens.  She said that there was something magical when there is a relation of trust 
and mutual respect between professor and student, something “beautiful.” This reminded me of a 
separate conversation I had with a consultant at work, when he brought to my attention how 
beauty played a very important role in the pursuit of truth in the sciences, in particular in math 
and physics. Symmetry, for example, is the basis for aesthetic judgment (Sinclair, 2004) about 
the beauty and simplicity of a mathematical equation. With this in mind, I kept asking for more 
examples on how participants thought aesthetics play a role in their professional and personal 
lives. Two of them mentioned “elegance” in connection with how they considered certain 
situations, particularly those that present a challenge to their personal value system, had to be 
dealt with. One of the panelists used this example in combination with balance and temper, while 
the other one made reference to ethical and humane response to a problem. They realized the 
connections they were making across dimensions when recalling a particular conflict situation 
that required some sort of resolution.  
I asked the three of them to discuss how they felt these dimensions would work in real 
life, and they all reacted similarly: even though we understand that the purpose of this research is 
to analyze these eight in particular, they felt all these dimensions work together, feeding each 
other in real time, and not being able to make a distinction whether the final perspective as given 
contains or drew from those dimensions. Upon reflection, they all recognized “traces” of them in 
their work and contributions, in no particular order. 
Summary of Findings 
 
This research project has led me to a better understanding of what wise people see of 
value for them and others in their field of work. After coding and analyzing all qualitative data 
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collected in the different phases of this research, using the software Dedoose, I have weighted 
the following as the top priorities and concerns for the panel, based on code frequency: 
Table 4.2  
Top Priorities and Concerns for the Research Panel 
Priority Code Frequency 
Long-term view / Vision / future orientation 103 
Higher purpose 64 
Engage constituents / listening 64 
Ethical orientation / Values 63 
Outcomes orientation /Student learning 61 
Balanced orientation 37 
Intuitive orientation 29 
Financial pressures 28 
Faculty 26 
Sharing 26 
Experience / practical orientation 49 
Alternative credentials 21 
The following tables represent themes that emerged during coding, presented by category and 
sorted by code frequency.  
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Table 4.3 
Higher Education Dilemmas (Hybridity Tensions) 
Dilemma Code Frequency 
Public vs. Private  7 
Decentralized vs. Centralized  7 
High touch vs. High Tech  7 
Horizontal vs. Vertical growth  5 
 
Table 4.4 
Innovation and Change Priorities 
Priority Code Frequency 
Adopt anew  10 
Creative 6 
Test ideas 4 
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Table 4.5 
Leadership Priorities 
Priority Code Frequency 
Engage stakeholders  42 
Mission  31 
Organizational identity  13 
Strategy  12 
Communication  11 
Bring others along  9 
Courage  6 
Take action  5 
Seek feedback from others  5 
Celebrate accomplishments  4 
Transparency   3 
Value diversity  3 
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Table 4.6 
Future of Higher Education in America 
Priority Code Frequency 
The purpose of higher education: 
developing globally competent citizens 
33 
Financial pressures 28 
Faculty 26 
Student Learning 24 
Alternative credentials 21 
Public Policy 17 
Accreditation 16 
Hybridity, hybrid models 14 
Quality 13 
Business model 8 
Global competition 8 
Online delivery 6 
Technology 6 
Board influence / Governance 6 
Competency based education 5 
Constrained toolkit for leaders 5 
Course redesign 5 
Digital Learning Passports 5 
Student debt 4 
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Demographic shifts 3 
Emergence of economy-driven schools 3 
Lifetime earnings 3 
Private investors 3 
New generations 2 
Employability 2 
Private foundations 2 
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Table 4.7 
Management Priorities 
Priority Code Frequency 
Plan/Program  16 
Alliances  11 
Align  11 
Measure  10 
Process  9 
Merge  9 
Business model  6 
Execution  6 
Budget  4 
Public-private partnerships  4 
Tough choices  4 
Hire talent  4 
Accountable  3 
Global  3 
Cost cutting  3 
Incremental  3 
Differentiated  2 
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Table 4.8 
Uncategorized Priorities 
Priority Code Frequency 
Opportunities: create, identify, open to  10 
Trust  8 
Success  5 
Healthcare  5 
Relational  3 
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Table 4.9 
Wisdom Dimensions 
Note: WBD (Y/N) indicates if it is part of the Wise by Design framework. 
Dimension WBD Code Frequency 
Time sensitive  Y 203 
Cognitive  Y 141 
Higher purpose  Y 112 
Ethical  Y 98 
Experience  Y 87 
Adaptive  Y 67 
Balanced  Y 50 
Outcomes orientation  N 37 
Aesthetic  Y 34 
Intuitive Y 31 
Share  N 26 
Listen  N 22 
Exposed to the world  N 13 
Recognize limitations  N 12 
Authentic  N 12 
Stewardship  N 10 
Consistent  N 10 
Reflective  N 9 
Validates  N 8 
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Self-aware  N 7 
Humility  N 7 
Take time  N 6 
Pursue possibilities  N 5 
Build on strengths  N 4 
Good judgment  N 4 
Value others’ contributions  N 4 
Domain  N 3 
Subconscious  N 3 
Generative  N 3 
Open-minded  N 2 
Test before implement  N 2 
Underlying principles  N 2 
 
A new category, Wisdom Augmented Practice, albeit not mentioned explicitly by 
panelists, emerged after analyzing code co-occurrences.  Tables 10, 11, and 12 present the co-
occurrences of wisdom-related codes, sorted by frequency, with the codes under the categories 
Leadership, Innovation and Change, and Management.
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Table 4.10 
Wisdom Augmented Practice of Leadership (Wisdom Augmented Leadership) 
Priorities grouped by Category Code Frequency 
Leadership “per se”  
Wise  2 
Engage stakeholders   
Higher purpose of flourishing self and others  2 
Time 3 
Future (vision) 2 
Present (monitor) 1 
Intuitive  3 
Adaptive  1 
Aesthetic  1 
Cognitive  6 
Analytic 3 
Evidence based 2 
Evaluate 1 
Mission   
Build on strengths  1 
Exposed to the world  1 
Outcomes oriented  1 
Aesthetic  1 
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Cognitive 2 
Love of learning 1 
Rational 1 
Ethical  5 
Ethical “per se” 1 
Humane 1 
Values 3 
Experience 2 
Practical 1 
Pragmatic 1 
Time sensitive 5 
Future  
Future “per se” 1 
Long Term 3 
Short Term 1 
Flourish self and others  2 
Wise  1 
Organizational identity  
Build on strengths  1 
Stewardships  1 
Ethical 1 
Values 1 
Time sensitive 4 
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Future  
Future “per se” 1 
Long Term 2 
Sustainable 1 
Wise  2 
Strategy   
Adaptive 2 
Agile 1 
Smaller 1 
Cognitive 1 
Evidence based 1 
Ethical  1 
Who benefits and how 1 
Experience  1 
Pragmatic 1 
Time sensitive 1 
Future (vision) 1 
Communication   
Authentic  1 
Consistent  1 
Aesthetic 1 
Articulate 1 
Courage   
  
159 
Wise  3 
Take action   
Wise  2 
Seek feedback from others   
Wise  1 
Celebrate accomplishments   
Time  2 
Past 1 
Present 1 
Value diversity   
Wise  1 
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Table 4.11 
Wisdom Augmented Practice of Innovation and Change (Wisdom Augmented Innovation and 
Change) 
Priorities grouped by Category Code Frequency 
Innovation “per se”  
Wise  2 
Consistent  1 
Exposed to the world  1 
Self-aware  1 
Stewardship  1 
Balanced  2 
Cognitive 1 
Intellectual 1 
Experience 2 
Practical 1 
What works 1 
Time sensitive 4 
Future  1 
Past (traditions) 2 
Present 1 
Adopt anew   
Selfless  1 
Adaptive  2 
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Adaptive “per se” 1 
Flexible 1 
Balanced  1 
Cognitive 1 
Intellectual 1 
Time sensitive  2 
Time sensitive “per se” 1 
Past (traditions) 1 
Creative  
Listen  1 
Intuitive  2 
Cognitive 1 
Analytic 1 
Wise  1 
Test ideas   
Intuitive  1 
Flourishing self and others  2 
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Table 4.12 
Wisdom Augmented Practice of Management (Wisdom Augmented Management) 
Priorities grouped by Category Code Frequency 
Plan/Program   
Outcomes oriented  1 
Share  1 
Aesthetic  1 
Cognitive  1 
Ethical 2 
Values 2 
Time sensitive 8 
Time sensitive “per se” 2 
Future  
Long Term 4 
Sustainable 1 
Vision 1 
Align   
Cognitive 2 
Evidence based 1 
Analytic 1 
Experience 1 
Pragmatic 1 
Time-sensitive 1 
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Future (vision) 1 
Measure   
Cognitive 2 
Evidence based 1 
Rational 1 
Process   
Wise  3 
Outcomes oriented  1 
Balanced  1 
Time-sensitive 2 
Future 1 
Past (history) 1 
Business model   
Adaptive 1 
Adjust 1 
Time-sensitive 1 
Past 1 
Execution  
Cognitive 4 
Evidence based 1 
Rational 1 
Data 1 
Stay current 1 
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Ethical  2 
Ethical “per se” 1 
Values 1 
Budget  
Cognitive 1 
Rational 1 
Time-sensitive 1 
Future (Long Term) 1 
Tough choices  
Time-sensitive 1 
Future (Vision) 1 
Experience 1 
Pragmatic 1 
Hire talent  
Cognitive 1 
Rational 1 
Ethical 1 
Values diversity 1 
Incremental change  
Adaptive 1 
Change course when needed 1 
Time-sensitive 1 
Past 1 
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Summary of Results  
 
This study explored the uses of eight dimensions of wisdom during a series of 
organized discussions with a panel of experts about the future of American higher education. 
After reaching saturation and completion of full analysis of data , this research yielded a few 
areas for discussion in Chapter V. Using futures research as a methodological approach, this 
investigation used a process of forecasting to envision a shared future, and a process of 
backcasting to collectively envision how today’s institutions should transform to thrive in that 
projected future.  
I started the process by asking each participant to e-mail me their revisions to seven 
recommendations published in an article 10 years ago by two of them, on behalf of the entire 
group, when they operated as a think tank known as “The Project for the Future of Higher 
Education.” The intent was to “reconnect” the group with their past work, as well as give them 
an opportunity to put those original recommendations in perspective after 10 years of 
continuous work in the same field of practice. During this phase, participants confirmed the 
validity and relevance of the seven original recommendations, while recognizing that these 
same recommendations remain on the list of recommendations for the next 10 years precisely 
because of the lack of broad adoption of these innovations. However, most panelists provided 
updated versions based on theirobservations of the progress made in the field since the original 
recommendations were published. Panelists noted the slow and gradual shift from a 
conventional and still broadly used time-based system to a learning-based system, a more 
pervasive use of technology and a sense that the entire model must be revamped to cope with 
increasing public pressures to align student learning with market needs, accompanied by a 
significant increase in part-time faculty and a significant reduction in public funding. 
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In a second step I proposed 14 future projections, nine of them synthesized from the 
analysis of individual contributions in step one, and five of them proposed by me based on my 
professional experience in the field. Using an online Delphi instrument, I collected their views 
on desirability, importance, viability, likelihood, and time to implementation of each one of the 
14 projections. In order to develop a preferred future scenario, only those projections with a 
mean above five points in the desirability and importance scales were considered. In this case, 
only nine projections met those criteria, leaving five others out of what could be considered a 
shared vision. Interestingly enough, the viability, likelihood, or time to market in several cases 
were not as high, showing a potential issue regarding trust in sources of innovation external to 
the institution, and confidence in the ability to lead, embrace and implement some of these 
innovations at the institutional and system level.  
Focusing only on those considered desirable and important, the use of technology to 
enhance student learning received the highest score in likelihood, as well as the fastest time to 
implementation with all answers within the five-year range. The lowest likely to occur among 
those desirable was the need to collaborate and share resources across higher education 
institutions. Some comments indicated that institutions “meet and talk” but “don’t collaborate 
and share.” For some, likelihood would only increase if there were real benefits demonstrated 
at la arge scale, and that has not happened yet. There were some references to mergers, 
outsourcing, and resource sharing as possible examples of implementation, particularly 
centered in operations with large economies of scale and non-intrusive on faculty. 
The three most important projections were the need to develop a new conception of the 
role of faculty (mean = 6.3, standard deviation < 0.745), the need to provide a student learning-
based curriculum mapped to what students need to learn to be well-educated citizens and 
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increase their employability (mean = 5.44, std < 1.257), and the need to explore new business 
models due to financial pressures on the current model (mean = 5.22, std < 1.03). 
The three most desirable projections were the need to provide a student learning-based 
curriculum mapped to what students need to learn to be well-educated citizens and increase 
their employability (mean = 6, std < 1.069), the need to develop a new conception of the role 
of faculty (mean = 5.71, std < 1.16), and the emergence of global and portable digital student 
learning passports (mean = 5.66, std < 1.247). 
The three most viable projections were the need to provide a student learning-based 
curriculum mapped to what students need to learn to be well-educated citizens and increase 
their employability (mean = 5.83, std < 1.343), the need to reconfigure how higher education 
should and can be managed (mean = 5.2, std < 1.469), and the need to develop a new 
conception of the role of faculty (mean = 5.16, std < 1.462). 
The three most likely to occur were technology as a tool to enhance student learning 
(mean = 6, std < 1.069), the need to clarify the purposes of higher education (mean = 4.83, std 
< 1.245), and the need to explore new business models due to financial pressures on the current 
model (mean = 4.71, std < 1.277). 
After these first two research phases, conducted online, the group was convened to 
meet face-to-face in Indianapolis. For the first time in almost ten years, the group reconvened 
to share their views about the future of American higher education for the next ten years. This 
convening was designed using the backcasting method, aimed at moving the group from 
discussing a shared vision of future, back to the present time, so they could discuss challenges 
and opportunities for those who will embark in that journey from the present reality of 
institutions to the preferred future.  
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The panel added more future conditions and pressures that will put the current model of 
higher education under tremendous stress. First, demographic shifts will require serving 
millions more students coming from underrepresented populations, particularly young first 
generation students of color. Panelists indicated that institutions are ill prepared to cope with 
that shift. Panelists identified another set of conditions as “the perfect storm” against the 
current business model, a combination of income stratification, increasing inequality, and a 
shrinking middle class in America that resulted from the global economic crisis, with the 
seemingly unstoppable trend of tuition increases at most colleges and universities. A model 
that is so dependent on enrollments could be faced with a student population that cannot pay 
the price of tuition, coupled with reduced sources of financing. This dynamic could be a major 
threat for many small institutions. Besides, the panel identified increasing competitive 
pressures from global institutions operating within the United States, and a more impatient set 
of stakeholders pushing higher education to align more closely with business needs. 
Participants also mentioned a clear push from federal and state policymakers to enact measures 
aimed at measuring institutional performance and allocate financial resources based on 
outcomes, not so much on enrollment numbers.   
Once asked to collaboratively design organizational principles aimed at thriving in, not 
just surviving, the conditions anticipated in the future, panelists did not feel they were 
equipped enough to design. However, when I asked to give advice to an up-and-coming 
college president on what to consider, the panel reacted better to this stimulus and began to 
participate. I realized that a wise perspective emerges and flows more naturally when an expert 
is asked for advice, and not when directed to provide answers to specific questions. It is as if 
eudemonia (good living) is a superior form of wisdom that flows from unstructured dialogue 
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and intimacy, while techne or phronesis emerge when constraints and limitations are built 
around the interaction, including structure. I also realized that is not limited to in-person 
interactions. A few email submissions did not follow the structure imposed of answering 
questions in forms and limited boxes, and those submissions where richer in wise references 
than the structured ones. 
Conclusions  
 
Participants in this research found that most recommendations made 10 years ago will 
remain applicable to a vast majority of institutions of higher education in the next 10 years. 
Participants admitted that the pace of change has been frustratingly slow, but they shared the 
view that pressure will continue mounting on all fronts (political, economic, social, and 
technological), and resource constraints will be too severe for institutions not to adapt in the 
next 10 years. The panel foresees a system that leans favorably toward hybrid models affecting 
both administrative practices and academic delivery, including combinations of online and in-
person delivery, time-based and competency-based programs, and public and private funding 
streams, while serving a mix of traditional students and increasing numbers of non-traditional 
students (adults, low income, first generation, and students of color). 
The presence of wisdom dimensions under study was more evident during the face-to-
face discussion than during the first two phases of written submissions. It seemed as if 
unstructured dialogue, with fewer constraints in the form of expression, and asking for advice 
instead of asking questions had enabled a more elevated form of wisdom to flow from the 
participants. It was during those unstructured and intimate moments of dialogue where these 
eight dimensions seemed to emerge and be invoked in more apparent ways.  The explicit 
conversation about what wisdom and wise meant to the participants, including a dialogue about 
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higher purpose and higher outcomes, helped me put in context some wisdom elements that 
were embedded in the written submissions in phases one and two.  It was not evident, at first, 
that “student learning” meant more to these experts than mere results of their professional 
practice. For them, student learning seemed to be a beautiful higher outcome, the articulation 
of a higher purpose. All references to a better future, including cost efficiencies, reallocation of 
resources, new academic and administrative models, or accreditation changes, were made 
assuming their alignment with a higher outcome: student learning.  
Panelists indicated how difficult it seemed to be to try to analyze individual dimensions 
of wisdom, when any given contribution appeared to be a synthesis of multiple dimensions. 
Although it is true that participants had different interpretations of these dimensions when they 
were explicitly mentioned (for example, a panelist said “Intuition is what I call experience”), 
this study found how panelists invoked the eight dimensions of wisdom under investigation in 
different moments during the course of this research. In particular, five of the eight were 
invoked more frequently, and those were balance, time sensitivity, experience, knowledge, and 
ethics. Balance was present across the board, as part of every other dimension. Time sensitivity 
was invoked in terms of vision, long-term view, history, and traditions, as well as monitoring 
and staying alert. Experience was invoked in terms of years of practice, what worked and what 
did not, the practicality of solutions proposed in terms of viability of adoption within 
organizations (appealing to financial, political, or technical reasons) and the pragmatism of the 
change agent. The cognitive dimension was invoked in terms of availability of evidence and 
data, knowledge of the practice, staying current by reading and attending events, as well as 
applying a dose of rationality and critical thinking when solutions are proposed. The ethics 
dimension was invoked in the context of socio-economic disparities, equity, who benefits and 
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how, values, and fairness. 
In Chapter V I will provide a more in-depth discussion of the results in every phase of 
the research, as well as a view of all the results as an integrated whole. In addition to the 
emergence of eudemonic wisdom in unstructured dialogue when seeking for advice, another 
important discovery was the panel’s insistence on leadership, management, and innovation as 
essential skills in the pursuit of institutional transformation toward a model centered on student 
learning. It did not sound as if leadership, management, and innovation were ancillary or 
complementary to the core academic and pedagogical skills of faculty. It felt as if leadership, 
management, and innovation were conceived as essential as the academic skills in order to 
achieve the higher outcome of student learning. This persistent mention of leadership, 
management and innovation made me realize that organizations would be seen as wise by their 
stakeholders if they were to develop a culture that valued the acquisition and practice of their 
own Essential To Higher Outcomes Skills (ETHOS), and if their ETHOS could be augmented 
by wisdom principles like balance, practicality, or rationality, among others. I decided to name 
this elevated form of professional practice “wisdom-augmented practice.” 
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Chapter V: Discussion 
Introduction: Linking Results to the Conceptual Framework 
This dissertation focused on developing a refined list of eight components of wisdom and 
crafting a research protocol intended to explore if, how, and when these components are invoked 
by a group of experts participating in a critical futures discussion about organizations in their 
field of practice, American higher education in this case. 
 The range of work on wisdom by scholar Dr. Bernard McKenna during 2008-13 has been 
used as a reference and point of departure for this research. The design of this study was based 
on his tri-stratal framework (McKenna, 2013) to explore wisdom at individual or micro, 
organizational or mezzo, and system or macro levels.  Following that architecture, I have 
considered American higher education at the macro level, institutions of higher education at the 
mezzo level, and expert participants at the micro level. 
 My view on wisdom is based on the Aristotelian notion of eudaimonia, a 
multidimensional and complex construct (Lombardo, 2013) aimed at human flourishing 
(Seligman, 2011) of self and others. According to Warm (2012), eudaimonia is the highest form 
of wisdom, as it comprises a virtuous balance of theoretical wisdom (sophia), knowledge 
(episteme), and technical (technē) and practical wisdom (phronesis).  
I decided to investigate a refined set of eight dimensions of wisdom among the many that 
have already been identified in scholarly research (Ardelt, 2011; Baltes & Staudinger, 2000; 
Lombardo, 2013; Sternberg, 1990), stemming initially from a five-dimensional framework 
proposed by McKenna (2013) to describe “wise people.” According to McKenna, someone is 
perceived as wise if she uses reason and careful observation, allows the use of non-rational and 
subjective elements, pursues virtuous and humane outcomes, acts in practical ways, and comes 
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across as an articulate person. A more exhaustive search of scholarly literature on wisdom in the 
context of organizations led me to add three more dimensions to my particular list, in addition to 
the five proposed by McKenna. First, the ability to detect changing patterns over time (Malan & 
Kriger, 1998), and develop a perspective situated in context in history (Baltes & Staudinger, 
2000) while considering long-term needs and effects (McKenna, 2013). This is what I call “time 
sensitivity.”  Second, according to Sternberg (1990), “Wisdom enables an individual to adapt to 
the tasks of adult life” (p. 8). Adaptability is especially important in the context of organizations 
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Fulmer, 2000; Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986) and systems (De Greene, 
1982; McQuade, 2007). This understanding led me to include “adaptive” as another dimension to 
explore.  Finally, the ability to deal with dilemmas, grasp and reconcile paradoxes and 
contradictions (Bigelow, 1992), and “orchestrate mind and virtue toward human excellence and 
the common good” (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000, p. 132), balancing among multiple personal and 
professional interests and external conditions (Sternberg, 1990), led me to include “balance” as 
the final addition to a refined set of eight wisdom dimensions that I call “Wise by Design.” 
 My study was based on two methods broadly used in futures research, forecasting and 
backcasting. The research takes participants through an exploration of past, present, and future, 
aimed at better understanding if, how, and when they would invoke any of the eight dimensions 
under investigation in their construction of individual and shared perspectives of future 
organizations in their field of work.  There was no explicit mention of the eight dimensions until 
the end of the third step in a study designed in four steps.  It was important, however, to 
explicitly ask the meaning of these eight dimensions in the context of American higher 
education, as it provided meaning for the entire study. 
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The first step was an intentional review of past work done more than 10 years ago by a 
think tank where all participants invited to this research collaborated at the time, known as “The 
Project for the Future of Higher Education.” Guskin and Marcy (2003) proposed that institutions 
of higher education should consider embracing a set of three organizing principles and 
implementing seven transformative actions to be able to thrive in a challenging future. 
Participants in this research were asked in November of 2013 to re-read the original article 
published by Change Magazine in 2003, and submit via e-mail their revisions to the seven 
original transformative actions, provide a rationale for their revisions, and propose new actions 
that could be relevant in the next 10 years.  The level of participation in this first research step 
was very high, with 12 of 13 participants submitting revisions and new ideas for the next 10 
years. The seven original transformative actions were still considered valid by today’s standards, 
with some modifications, receiving strong endorsement by the panel. The shifts anticipated 10 
years ago toward a more student-centric system based on mastery of learning, and not seat time, 
were considered “visionary” and “right on target” by respondents. Panelists indicated that some 
of these changes were starting to be felt now, 10 years after the article was published, but they 
indicated these changes are occurring at an insufficient scale and still a slower rate of adoption 
than originally expected. The panel confirmed that American higher education has gradually 
started to move from a time-based system to a learning-based system, from an exploratory use of 
technology to its mainstream use in support of student learning. The panel also indicated that the 
system is coping with increasing public and legislative pressure to align degree production with 
workforce requirements, at a time when the numbers of part-time faculty are growing and 
tenured faculty are diminishing, and when public funding has receded significantly in recent 
years (National Association of State Budget Officers, 2013). Participants expressed their concern 
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that higher education institutions could lose their ability to control their own destiny if there is a 
lack of active leadership, faculty engagement and development, and a renewed public debate 
about the purpose of higher education that would propose a healthy balance between common 
and individual good, social and economic value, and citizenry and employability.  
The second step collected the views of the panel regarding 14 projections delivered 
through a Real Time Delphi online tool. The survey was the product of combining nine 
projections that emerged from the data collected in step one, with five projections that I wanted 
to test from my professional innovation practice at a private foundation. Each of the 14 
projections could be scored anonymously by participants on five different scales: desirability, 
importance, viability, likelihood, and time to implementation. After 45 days, only nine 
projections reached a mean of five or above in the desirability or importance scales. Among 
those nine projections, the one related to the use of technology to enhance student learning 
received the highest scores in the viability and likelihood scales. The least likely to occur among 
those desirable was the need to collaborate and share resources across higher education 
institutions.  
The need to develop a new conception of the role of faculty, the need to provide a student 
learning-based curriculum mapped to what students need to learn to be well-educated citizens 
and increase their employability, and the need to explore new business models due to financial 
pressures on the current model, raised to the top in the desirability and importance scales, while 
the need to develop a new conception of the role of faculty and the emergence of global and 
portable digital student learning passports joined the top five from a desirability point of view.  
The group’s views on viability were less optimistic in all 14 projections, possibly a 
reflection of a prudent approach based on practical wisdom. Aristotle stated that phronesis, one 
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of the variations of wisdom, was essentially practical. A wise person (McKenna, 2013) has 
knowledge of “the fundamental pragmatics of life,” which provides the basis for prudence. Only 
the projection about the need to develop a new conception of the role of faculty scored above 
five (mean = 5.16) on the desirability scale. This reflects the perceived impracticality of many 
innovative approaches in higher education, based on the years of practical experience of the 
panel. A very similar effect was registered with the likelihood scale. Only the projection about 
technology as a tool to enhance student learning (mean = 6, std < 1.069) scored above 5, possibly 
because there is already enough evidence of the rapid spread of new technologies in higher 
education in the years after the original 2003 article.  
My interpretation of the results in step two is that wisdom manifested itself at both an 
individual and a group level during the Delphi phase in different ways. The construction of a 
balanced perspective between desirability and viability revealed a prudent approach. Also, the 
fact that some projections scored high in importance with a time to implement over 10 years 
reflects a long-term vision, even though their viability scored low, possibly reflecting a historical 
perspective of what has worked and what has not worked. Once again, this example provides a 
balanced view between openness to new ideas and caution about taking the necessary time to 
prepare for implementation, involving and preparing actors and constituents along the way. The 
recognition that the use of technology as a tool to improve student learning is going to expand 
rapidly within the next five years is proof that the panel stays alert to favorable current 
conditions for spread, and considered it in their forecast. Another example of the presence of 
wisdom was the clear articulation of positions, and the persistent focus of the group on student 
learning, both in scoring some projections as well on many of the qualitative commentary. 
Although not self-evident at the time of analyzing these results for the first time, participants 
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defined student learning as a “beautiful outcome” at the end of the process when they discussed 
aesthetics as one of the eight dimensions. In hindsight, both steps one and two of this research 
made constant references to the value of aesthetics for these higher education experts, pursuing 
student learning as a beautiful outcome.  
After conducting the first two research steps in online formats, e-mail and online Real 
Time Delphi, the panel met face-to-face in Indianapolis to complete the forecasting exercise and 
begin the backcasting session, to discuss how institutions could be designed to thrive in the 
future. After recognizing a major ethnic demographic shift in the entire country similar to the one 
seen in Southern California (Williams & Spagat, 2013) combined with a poorer middle class 
(Danziger, 2013), increased public and legislative pressures (State Higher Education Officers, 
2012), the effects of globalization in American higher education (Marginson, 2007) and a 
reduction in funding (National Association of State Budget Officers, 2013), the group warned 
about the lack of sustainability of the current fiscal and educational delivery models. The panel 
projected that the American higher education system is gradually leaning toward adopting hybrid 
combinations of online and in-person delivery, time-based and competency-based programs, and 
public and private funding streams, while serving a mix of traditional students and increasing 
numbers of non-traditional students (adults, low income, first generation, and students of color). 
During the convening, panelists invoked five of the eight Wise by Design dimensions 
with more intensity and frequency than in previous research steps: time sensitivity, experience, 
knowledge, and ethics, accompanied consistently by a balanced approach. Not withstanding the 
fact that the whole study was built on a time axis with constant references to past, present, and 
future, it was during the face-to-face convening that I noticed an increased number of time-
related references. From history and traditions, to long term vision and multi-year budgets, 
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passing through monitoring and staying alert to present conditions, panelists provided a constant 
and balanced sense of time.  
In addition to the value of personal interaction in a participatory group format, I found 
that panelists made a broader use of the eight dimensions under study when I asked them for 
advice at a personal level as I was role-playing an up-and-coming leader aspiring to become 
college president.  The advice to a future leader was centered on focusing on student learning as 
the outcome of a higher purpose; the need to design an inclusive process that involves students, 
stakeholders, faculty, and administration; being able to balance the short-term need to “fit in” 
with the longer-term need to reform; being willing to take proactive, considered, and calculated 
risk; staying long enough to finish what you start; and balancing stewardship and innovation.  
Leadership, management, and innovation were referenced as essential skills in the pursuit 
of student learning, above and beyond the skills expected from faculty (pedagogy, assessment, 
scholarship, learning technologies, etc.) in traditional or new roles. This was probably the most 
important and unexpected finding, as it points at the possibility of defining wise organizations as 
those who develop leadership, management, and innovation practices augmented by wisdom 
principles like balance, ethics, experience and time sensitivity, among others. I found it as a call 
to develop wisdom-augmented professional practices. 
I will proceed now to analyze in depth the themes that emerged during this process from 
two different perspectives, a higher education perspective, and a wisdom perspective. 
Analysis From a Higher Education Perspective 
 
According to Guskin and Marcy (2003), colleges and universities were facing a serious 
financial problem 10 years ago. Ten years after, Moody’s Investor Service (2013) issued a report 
indicating that the environmental and operating conditions for institutions were still very 
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challenging. Participants in this study recognized that the fundamental recommendations issued 
10 years ago are still applicable today, although some conditions have changed; sometimes, 
easing the situation, like in the case of pervasiveness of technology; sometimes, worsening it, 
like in the case of tuition increases and student debt; and, sometimes, changing the dynamics, as 
in the case of demographic shifts. 
The centrality of student learning. Over the last 10 years, a series of transformations 
have begun to occur, in line with the recommendations issued in 2003. Regarding the assessment 
of student learning outcomes, panelists recognized the emergence of external benchmarks to 
assess student learning. Lumina Foundation continues to be recognized as a source of innovation, 
particularly for its role in engaging leading scholars in the development of a student-learning 
centered framework known as Degree Qualifications Profile (Adelman, et al., 2011), or DQP. 
This tool illustrates what students should know and be able to do at any level in any field of 
study. The first version was issued in 2011, and it has been tested by 400 higher education 
institutions in America, including universities and colleges, community colleges, and non-
traditional providers. A second updated version is currently available for public comments at the 
time this dissertation was written in 2014. Although this dialogue seems to be aligned with what 
panelists expect, they recognize that progress has been slow, and resistance has emerged from 
institutions and faculty. According to Kezar (2012) in a letter to the editor of Change Magazine, 
there have been too many management fads in higher education (Birnbaum 2001), perceived as 
focusing on revenue generation over quality. Kezar argues that lack of understanding of key 
pedagogical and curricular changes to enhance student learning could also be perceived as 
resistance, and proposes that leaders must educate practitioners and give them opportunities to 
participate, test, and provide meaningful feedback. This research panel concurred with that view, 
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indicating that some resistance may come from the perception that implementing common 
learning outcomes could lead to standardization of practice, reducing the diversity of information 
and perspectives.  
Another point of possible resistance is the actual departmental organization based on 
disciplines, rather than more flexible learning strategies and perspectives. According to Clarke, 
Hyde, and Drennan (2013), academic and professional identity in higher education is a complex 
issue, and faculty members create cultures according to their disciplines. Promotions and 
mobility opportunities are assumed to accumulate faster for those who contribute, especially 
through research, to the body of knowledge of their discipline. It has been proposed by panelists 
that future organizational design in higher education institutions should contemplate the 
separation of research, graduate, and undergraduate studies. Although an interesting contribution, 
it does not address the issue of the mixed professional identities that emerge when faculty move 
to multidisciplinary settings. Assessment of student learning implies a level of multidisciplinarity 
that might not be comfortable or understood at first.  Moreover, interdisciplinary and 
transdisciplinary approaches have been identified (Cundill, Fabricius, & Marti, 2005) as 
necessary ways to address the increasing complexity of the world, requiring effective common 
frameworks that are “open enough to be understandable and legitimate to different disciplines 
and world views” (p. 8). 
The panel felt that institutions will continue to shift toward student-learning centric 
models, redesigning curriculums and courses (Twigg, 2013), adopting new processes and 
practices to recognize prior learning (Travers, 2012), designing integrative learning assessment 
processes (Ewell, 2013), and expanding the learning experience by offering field experiences, 
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work-integrated learning programs (Dalgarno, Kennedy, & Merritt, 2014), internships, and 
online and hybrid programs in adult-friendly timeframes. 
Quality assurance and accreditation. Quality assurance and the role of accreditation 
was not explicit in the 2013 Change Magazine article reviewed by the panel, but it was 
mentioned several times during the course of this research. The panel felt there is a need to 
recognize the importance of internal quality assurance and continuous improvement as well as 
external quality assurance and certification, especially as learners accumulate learning artifacts 
from many sources and as competency is beginning to impact credit as the basis of meaningful 
certification. There is not yet any reliable certifier of quality at the course or learning module 
level—and changes in technology require this.  
According to Gaston (2014), the US accreditation system has evolved while embracing 
many missions and many changes, but it will have to continue to evolve as the system begins to 
shift away from a time-based to a learning-based model. He calls for a model that is more 
forward-looking, agile, efficient, decisive, transparent and, more importantly, able to articulate a 
shared vision and coordinated implementation. During this research, panelists agreed with this 
vision, pointing out that learning-based models require certifying learning that occurs outside the 
traditional course offerings.. Evaluating the pros and cons of different accreditation reform 
options must be addressed in a thoughtful and constructive manner, and it will require, as Gaston 
pointed out, an inclusive and comprehensive effort. Challenges like global mobility of credits, 
enrollments, and certifications, as well as mutual recognition mechanisms among institutions, 
will have to be included in such a process. The most recent announcement by the Department of 
Education (Bergeron, 2013) recognizing direct assessment programs as eligible for Federal 
Student Assistance is a sign of the changes ahead related to the shift from time-based to mastery-
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based that was discussed by the panelists at the core of the transformations that may happen over 
the next 10 years. 
New models and the changing role of faculty. The panel discussed who should be 
involved in student learning, and what new models and new roles would look like. The proposed 
evolution from an instruction-centric model to a student learning-centric model has been 
accelerated by the use of technology (Beaudoin, 2013) in the last seven years, with the 
emergence of a vibrant education technology sector (L. Johnson, Adams Becker, Estrada, & 
Freeman, 2014) that has enabled the rapid expansion of new models, learning management 
systems, and hybrid models (C. M. Christensen et al., 2013) like the “flipped classroom,” 
massive open online courses, and a renewed interest in online delivery of competency-based 
programs. Panelists posited that institutions, as they shift from a regimented industrial age 
system (Pepin, 2014) to a more personalized and flexible one, must provide opportunities to 
engage and develop faculty in the use of new tools and frameworks in order to succeed with the 
implementation of new approaches to assessment that preserve and enhance quality. The panel 
felt that institutions must be aware of the implications of having a more diverse and increasingly 
contingent faculty corps, while designing engagement and professional development processes. 
Being more student-centric will require redesigning the operating and delivery models, 
incentives, and structures, and the panel felt that institutions must thoughtfully approach these 
changes considering their own full-time and part-time faculty composition, as well as their 
current discipline-centered departmental structure. 
Panelists also pointed out that the emergence of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 
poses challenges to both faculty and students. Who develops the course? Who delivers the 
course? Who advises the student? Who assesses learning?  This “unbundling” of the role of 
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faculty in some sort of “virtual assembly line” (Rhoades, 2013) is beginning to happen, and 
panelists remained concerned about the potential isolation of both faculty and students. During 
this research, the panel recommended developing robust principles, processes, and tools to guide 
how to go about integrating student learning from all sources. Given there is already a model of 
differentiated faculty roles as tenure-track, clinical, research, and part-time, there seems to be 
enough room now for trying new models that involve those faculty members in their full 
capacity and ability to contribute. 
New institutional models will not only contemplate a diversified faculty corps, but may 
also need to explore healthier financial models to sustain the enterprise in the long run. The 
toolbox that institutional leaders have, especially in public institutions, was seen as limiting and a 
major barrier to change. Some panelists believe that mergers and partnerships will emerge as 
new business models, although a new breed of leadership will be required to accept the viability 
of options like that. The panel was not so optimistic about this happening in the next 10 years, 
but nevertheless saw that more than 15 years from now, there will be new business models in 
place, driven by what we see emerging as competency-based learning, new life-long learning 
pathways, and a radically different academic workforce that is contingent and technology savvy. 
Tenure was not seen as the problem. The panel foresaw a slow evolution, with tenured professors 
retiring and being replaced by part-time and contract faculty, the issue is how to manage a 
transformed enterprise from the inside out.  
New models will not spread quickly, panelists said, until or unless a large system, 
association of colleges, or a state commission moves in to forcefully push it. That said, it is 
plausible that in the next few years, a state legislature might impose a new model on their public 
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institutions, and if it is deemed viable by other states, legislation by emulation could help spread 
it nationally.  
There are also new hybrid legal structures, like public benefit corporations (Callison, 
2013) that could open the door to alternative ways of funding parts of the enterprise. There is a 
potential for these hybrid structures to become a “third way” in higher education. This type of 
legal structure could be chosen by new institutions that emerge in the future, or as a transition 
path for existing institutions (Chronicle of Higher Education, 2014). The panel did not discuss 
the notion of low profit models for degree granting institutions, although when asked during the 
Delphi survey, some panelists saw these hybrid forms as potential new structures for emerging 
low-cost providers of degrees below the associate degree and workforce relevant certificates. 
Competition was mentioned as a driver for innovation and cost savings with open online 
competency based programs offered by traditional institutions being a response to the needs of 
an increasingly different mix of students in the 21st century along with most graduate programs 
being delivered this way in the future. In a recent Gallup / Lumina Foundation poll (2013), 
education leaders see rampant college tuition, student debt, and poor job prospects for many 
graduates as unsustainable conditions that could soon accelerate a broader adoption and 
acceptance of online learning as a credible alternative to traditional college programs. Still, two-
thirds of Americans see conventional four-year colleges and universities, and community 
colleges, as better quality than entirely online educational options.  
The panel anticipated that American higher education would continue to evolve and 
hybridize, highlighting the following trends: 
• It will continue to be more public than private. 
• It will continue to be more not-for-profit than for-profit. 
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• Institutions will prioritize on program breadth, not depth. 
• Institutions will focus more on their US presence than their international presence. 
• There will be more adult students enrolled in higher education. 
• There will be more competency-based programs. 
• Faculty will be more contingent than tenured. 
• We will see more partnerships and mergers of institutions. 
• In general, prices will go down, and need-based financial aid will go up. 
• Institutions will outsource more services, like housing, counseling, or recreation. 
• Students will have more workforce experiences while enrolled in a higher education 
program. 
• Institutions will tend to own intellectual property rights. 
• Institutions will be subject to increasing state and board accountability. 
• There will be increased emphasis on employability and applied learning. 
A call for leadership. It was noticeable that results in this study and previous literature 
(Altbach, Gumport, & Berdahl, 2011; Eckel & Kezar, 2003) coincide in pointing at leadership as 
essential to sustaining change in higher education. While participants agreed that technology has 
become an enabler for scale and adoption, they pointed at the fact that institutions cannot just 
incorporate these new technologies into established methods of operating classes within quarters 
and semesters in departmental units. Once again, leadership was invoked as essential in building 
new structures and processes with appropriate incentives so they can reasonably be implemented, 
as well as providing guidelines and descriptions about how the role of the faculty should shift in 
these environments, from delivering content using conventional instruction to facilitating and 
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helping students develop the critical analysis tools to evaluate content and consider conflicting 
data and opinions. 
Analyzing the results of the Real Time Delphi, the low scores under viability were most 
often qualified by comments like “need leadership” or “lack of leadership.” During the 
convening, participants posited that higher education leaders too often lack the courage and the 
capacities to handle the level of change anticipated in these discussions. As Lovett (2010) wrote, 
“it takes courage to go where strategic thinking leads” (p. 17). Leadership needed and expected 
in order to actively drive change from within, managing expectations of constituents and public, 
and balancing the short term need to “fit in” with the longer term need to adapt. The contrast 
between a leadership style that seems to be more reactive than proactive, the lack of permanence 
of leaders long enough in their positions to steer the enterprise (in what was described more as a 
marathon than a sprint), and the need to balance stewardship and innovation were highlighted as 
critical skills that were very often not currently present to sustain transformational institutional 
change. Exposure to experiences in other sectors, like healthcare, was considered important for 
emerging leaders in higher education. 
The panel recognized that leaders will have to be better equipped to navigate complex 
environments and tensions that may distract them from the long-term vision they should pursue. 
Dilemmas like public versus private funding, decentralized versus centralized structure, high-
touch versus high-tech, and horizontal versus vertical growth, were among the top tensions that 
this research revealed as likely to emerge before institutional leaders in the course of the next 10 
years.  Also discussed was the lack of incentives for leaders to take on the risks of leading 
significant change in their institutions. 
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The top five leadership skills that emerged during this research were the ability to engage 
stakeholders, articulating a mission focused on student learning, and developing a unique 
organizational identity in support of the mission, strategic skills, and communication skills. 
Technology, ubiquity of learning and 21st-century students. Among the biggest 
challenges for the current educational delivery model is the arrival of Millennials as a new 
generation of students that expect technology-enhanced learning environments (Oh & Reeves, 
2014) in a system that lacks the capacity to finance costly investments in technology. 
Additionally, the emergence of mobile information and communication technologies and 
platforms in the last seven years is facilitating the ubiquity of learning. The panel applauded the 
prescient recommendation made in the original article that institutions should work toward 
recognizing and integrating learning from all sources, although the need to recognize and certify 
learning that happens outside the institution presents challenges in the area of assessment (G. A. 
Brown, Bull, & Pendlebury, 2013). Panelists discussed specific challenges for institutions and 
accreditors, like recognition of prior learning, availability of open learning materials, and 
verification of individual learning achievements. Whereas some of these practices are starting to 
be adopted more broadly, the panel insisted that the current accreditation system must change, 
because it was not designed around student learning.  
During the Delphi survey, I introduced the concept of digital and portable learning 
passports as an innovation that could allow students more flexibility as they transfer from 
institution to institution, from program to program, or even from country to country. In my 
personal case, having been born and raised in Spain, and lived in Switzerland, Mexico, and the 
United States, it would have allowed me to present my “learning passport” as I moved from 
institution to institution.  The panel reacted positively to the concept, but warned about the 
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practical difficulties and costs of implementing such a new system broadly. Panelists warned 
about the perception of such a concept among higher education institutions as “too employment-
related,” which would cause a negative reaction and impede its broad adoption. Yet the 
anticipated transformation of the American credentialing system to create a comprehensive 
continuum of stackable quality credentials, from below associate’s degree all the way up to PhD, 
could facilitate this transformation. The experiences in the European Union and the benefits 
associated with a transportable electronic credential in growing fields like healthcare from a 
global mobility perspective will need to be evaluated in the context of American higher 
education.  
Another relevant and growing trend is the increase in quality of open learning resources, 
which enables higher quality teaching and learning if implemented. The panel highlighted that 
technology will continue to enable the production of digital materials to be utilized for free or at 
very low prices, allowing pedagogy to evolve (Beetham & Sharpe, 2013) by maximizing the 
potential for redesigning, sharing, delivering, and reusing student learning activities. This is not 
to say that panelists see an entirely online delivery model taking place in most institutions. As 
stated earlier,, the panel believed that hybrid models would allow students to continue to benefit 
from human interaction. 
Finally, the need to pay for expensive technology investments was a concern of the panel, 
because many public institutions would not have the resources to compete with those with 
private funding streams. The opportunity that technology brings in terms of scale and efficiencies 
presents the challenge of how to pay for it, at a time when public investments are low. More 
importantly, panelists were concerned about how the presence of private capital will ultimately 
affect the governance and purpose of higher education (Pusser, 2014) and its public role as a 
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neutral space of criticism and challenge in the larger process of societal and democratic 
development. 
Effective management of resources. Panelists agreed that a more effective management 
of resources should not be a defensive response to public pressure, but a matter of survival and 
adaptation of the institution to an increasingly more volatile and changing environment for 
organizations (S. L. Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997) in any industry. According to the National 
Association of College and University Business Officers (2013), there has been a substantial 
increase of successful implementations of responsibility center management (RCM) in the last 10 
years. This model of revenue-centered budgeting was mentioned by the panel as an alternative to 
the original proposed “zero-based budgeting.” RCM is aimed at providing incentives for all 
entrepreneurial activities and recognizes the diversity and distributed nature of the institution in 
campuses, colleges, departments, and individuals. Although some panelists warned about the 
pernicious effects of going too far incentivizing academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 
2004), the business model will be challenged in finding ways to achieve its outcomes more 
productively without disenfranchising or disrupting the effectiveness of faculty.  
The panel discussed possible alternatives to current organizational architectures, 
including realigning departmental structures around student learning, more autonomous and 
smaller units versus scaling up existing ones, and mergers with other institutions that serve 
similar markets. Hospitals were suggested several times as models to analyze how institutions of 
higher education may need to operate in the future.   
In addition to efficient management tied to outcomes, the panel indicated that there is a 
need to understand the true costs, expenses, and cross-subsidies external to and within the 
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university, including lower and upper class courses, athletics, and subsidiary organizations like 
institutes and university hospitals.  
The top five management skills that emerged during this research were planning and 
programming to match the leadership’s long-term vision and student learning mission, aligning 
resources to the mission, measuring progress toward the higher outcomes of learning and equity, 
alliances and mergers, and process redesign.  
The purpose of higher education. American higher education is confronted with 
multiple dilemmas and tensions, mostly derived from the need to enhance student employability 
(Knight & Yorke, 2013) while preserving the values of democracy and regaining the public 
social charter (Kezar & Burkhardt, 2005). As panelists in this research put it, the aim of higher 
education is to educate globally competent citizens (Plater, 2011), a balanced outcome between 
economic and social value, individual and public good. The need for a broader public debate 
about the purpose of higher education seems to be urgent, as well as the emergence of 
institutional leaders who are willing to bring about change from within (Eckel & Kezar, 2003). 
The spread of privatization, competition, entrepreneurialism, and “vocationalization” 
were seen by the panelists as threats to the public good aspect of the purpose of higher education. 
A weak global economy, higher unemployment and economic and social disparities have created 
confusion and division within the universities and across sectors.  This tension between public 
and private good has already received much academic and public attention nationally and 
internationally (Ball, 2013), and has fundamental implications in how society and policymakers 
develop expectations of how higher education should be shaped.  The emergence of economy-
driven institutions and programs focused mainly on student employability will continue to add 
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pressure to traditional institutions, which in turn will provoke reactions from public officials and 
add pressure on accrediting bodies.  
Leaders are called to engage constituents to discuss how best institutions can serve a dual 
purpose in a balanced way, reasserting the democratic purpose of higher education while adding 
employability to the purpose, as a “both/and” rather than “either/or” approach. The key continues 
to be a relentless focus on learning, on what students can demonstrate they know and are able to 
do with a degree, for both civic and employment purposes. 
A more adaptive, global and interconnected type of institution. Although the pace of 
external change continues to accelerate, panelists admitted that the system of higher education, 
as a whole, has not changed that fast. Many institutions have implemented new learning 
management systems, accepted more part-time faculty in response to the need for a more flexible 
workforce, and begun to experiment with new delivery models, like flipped classrooms or 
competency-based programs. These are notable adaptations that happened over the last 10 years, 
but it seems like some additional structural changes will have to be addressed in the next 10 
years.  The growing global interdependence and mobility of people affect where courses 
originate, where faculty comes from, who teaches, who certifies, or where students come from. 
There is a lack of structures with responsibility for addressing globalization,  both inside and 
outside the institutions, although there is a growing movement to establish global networks  
(King, Marginson, & Naidoo, 2011), alliances and even mechanisms of international mutual 
recognition and credit transfer (Schmidt, 2007) like in the case of the European Union. 
As mentioned before, institutions will be expected to develop the necessary skills to 
develop alliances and networks, particularly as the U.S. higher education system becomes one 
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among many, and not the preferred one, international destinations for students pursuing 
undergraduate and graduate education. 
A more equitable and affordable system. Affected by the global economic crisis, 
middle and low income families are finding themselves excluded from the opportunity to 
participate in higher education (Thelin, 2011). Experts in this research area called for a fairer, 
more affordable, and equitable system of public higher education in America. From potential 
solutions based on differential tuition based on income, to outcomes and equity-oriented funding 
formulas (Jones, 2013) and incentive funding to reduce underrepresentation of target groups in 
transfers to community colleges and STEM fields, panelists believed that institutions must 
address the issues of affordability and equity with a sense of urgency.  The stratification of 
society and problems of class derived from economic hardships, demographic shifts (Williams & 
Spagat, 2013), and ideological polarization of American society call for deep reflection by 
institutional leaders from an ethical and a rational perspective. Panelists believe that rankings and 
competition, particularly among the elite institutions and the ones aspiring to become elite, have 
led to the abandonment of need-based aid at the undergraduate and graduate levels, making it 
harder, financially, for low-income and minority students to enroll (Perna, 2013). At the same 
time, the panelists stated that there’s a strong push to establish metrics of equity (Bensimon & 
Malcom, 2012) in access and outcomes to close the racial and ethnic gaps in access, outcomes, 
and representation across the spectrum of institutional selectivity and fields of study.  There is an 
opportunity for institutions to match a balanced dual higher purpose, social and economic value, 
with a balanced dual higher outcome, centered on student learning and equity.  
Public policy. During the course of this research, panelists said that institutions of higher 
education, particularly publicly owned, do not like to initiate change unless they receive external 
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pressure to do so. They pointed out that large public systems have fundamentally transformed 
their operating model only after their state legislatures introduced measures that forced them to 
do so. Examples given were the Florida statewide course numbering system (Florida Department 
of Education, 2013) or the Indiana statewide transfer general education core (Indiana 
Commission of Higher Education, 2012).  The panel talked about the current tuition-discount 
pricing model and how it makes institutions dependent on public funding, giving federal and 
state policymakers opportunities to align funding with more student-friendly institutional 
outcomes. Panelists discussed how large private foundations involved in higher education have 
recognized the role of public policy as a lever of change, after investing billions of dollars 
directly in institutional programs without seeing a substantial return for their investments. The 
few large philanthropic organizations that remain actively engaged in higher education have 
chosen mixed levers of change that include public policy and recognizing that change requires 
both institutional transformation and elimination of barriers in the operating conditions that only 
legislative action can change. 
Innovation. One of the biggest challenges for higher education institutions is how to 
adopt and foster innovation, and whether the primary source for such should be internal or 
external to the institution. The panel indicated that the push for innovation is no longer coming 
from the higher education trade associations. The group thought that some foundations are filling 
the space as a source of innovation. 
There were references to the confusion that exists between technology and innovation, 
and the confusion created by developments like massive open online courses (MOOCs) in many 
institutions. There was recognition that competency-based models are probably the best example 
of innovation in the delivery model, together with “flipped classrooms,” as part of a set of 
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changes that emerged from the institutions and educators themselves (C. M. Christensen & 
Eyring, 2011). It was not clear to the panel, however, that such “disruptive innovations” would 
actually become mainstream, and they were described as “too radical” for organizations that 
value tradition, longevity, and have a long history of incremental change.  
Developing innovation management skills and processes was seen as an essential 
ingredient for the success of future institutions. Being able to incorporate management models to 
the different levels of innovation, particularly emergent models of complex innovation 
(Dougherty, Dunne, & De Lia, 2013) in other sectors, could result in important benefits for 
higher education. Universities as centers of knowledge creation could be particularly well suited 
to serve as hubs for networks of colleges in a collaborative model.  
Analysis From a Wisdom Perspective 
The panel recognized wisdom as a complex multidimensional concept that is context 
dependent (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000), time-bound, related to values, knowledge, and 
experience below consciousness, and requires consistence and judgment to make informed 
decisions.  
Out of the more than 33 traits or characteristics that panelists found associated with 
wisdom, the following 10 where invoked more frequently in different forms during the course of 
this research: time sensitive, cognitive, higher purpose, ethical, experienced, adaptive, balanced, 
outcomes oriented, aesthetic, and intuitive.  
Higher purpose, higher outcomes. During the course of this research, participants 
insisted that higher education institutions should reframe the discussion around mission and 
purpose (student learning) and then engage faculty and staff on how best to allocate the resources 
to achieve the mission and purpose.  
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Ardelt (2004) found correlations between wisdom and finding purpose in life. Kaipa and 
Radjou (2013) talked about noble purpose as a way to transcend personal gain toward happiness 
and meaning. In a complex and uncertain world, wise leaders (Verhezen, 2013) prioritize 
common purpose before personal interests. Higher education reclaiming a higher purpose for the 
common good meets these criteria, as long as institutions find a balance between self-
preservation and their true mission of student learning. 
Although having an outcomes orientation was not one of the wisdom dimensions of the 
eight under study, it was both explicitly and implicitly mentioned as one of the keys to a wise 
enterprise. According to Waddock (2014), the pursuit of virtuous outcomes is a sign of 
responsible leadership, a balancing act between the good, the true, and the beautiful. In this 
regard, I refer to “higher outcomes” as the result of pursuing a “higher purpose.” 
Panelists also mentioned the concept of intentionally developing “wise processes” in the 
context of achieving “higher outcomes” and fulfilling the “higher purpose.” This is similar to the 
following quote from Küpers and Pauleen (2013):  
The leading-edge and best practices of mainstreaming wise practice would comprise the 
alignment with business objectives within overall company strategy and the integration 
across business entities and functional areas and the institutionalization by embedding 
strategies, policies, processes and systems into the fabric of the organization. (p. 6) 
 
As these authors put it, there seems to be room for systematizing wisdom in practice, as a 
proactive reflective form of practice rather than just a sentimental reactive form of interpretation 
of current realities, starting with a clear articulation of a higher purpose and measurable higher 
outcomes.  
ETHOS: Essential to higher outcomes skills. Another important finding of this 
research is the need to develop intentional skills to achieve higher outcomes. In the case of our 
research, higher outcomes include “student learning,” “affordability,” and “system equality.”  
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Panelists pointed to traditions and rituals as important elements in the culture of institutions that 
could only be redesigned and aligned to higher outcomes with the presence of the necessary 
leadership (Phillips & Hall, 2013), management, and innovation skills. 
In this context, articulation of outcomes, measurement, and validation of achievement 
were identified as key elements in the context of a wise organization. The need to have a vision, 
a long-term approach to the achievement of those outcomes, as well as maintaining leaders for 
longer periods of time, were also seen as ways of demonstrating a wise approach. Panelists 
mentioned that balancing long-term-ness with validation of outcomes was important; therefore it 
would be important that neither short-term-ness nor longevity without results be incentivized. 
Beyond results, the panel indicated the importance of taking time before acting, considering 
future consequences for self and others, and valuing stewardship over thoughtless speed. A 
decision that leads to bad results is not unwise, it is just a bad decision; however, a decision that 
is done for personal ego is unwise. In other words, if an organization makes decisions just for 
their own benefit, these are not wise decisions because they do not consider others. According to 
Kriger (2013), one of the important aspects for leaders aiming to create wise sustainable 
organizations is to visualize alternative futures and the long-term consequences of decisions 
while being able to get others to be motivated to achieve a shared mission. 
Wise organizations will have to develop an ethos that focuses on value to society, striking 
a balance between past and future, identity and innovation. This idea of balancing between old 
and new, past and future, conventional and innovative, or even Eastern and Western models 
(Kriger, 2013) was a constant issue during this research, and was mentioned several times by 
panelists in the context of developing wise processes. The idea of bringing a balance between 
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experience and freshness has the potential to prevent the calcification of ways of thinking (De 
Meyer, 2006), stimulating diversity and accessing the wisdom of their employees.  
These three categories of distinct skills—leadership, management, and innovation and 
change—could be augmented by wisdom traits in what I call “Wisdom-Augmented Practices.” 
This type of “augmentation” would require a systematic application of certain wisdom 
dimensions. This research found that certain leadership, management, and innovation and change 
skills could greatly benefit by a “wise” approach. In Chapter IV I provided tables that include the 
combinations of wisdom traits that would augment certain elements of practices considered 
critical to achieve the higher outcomes of the educational enterprise. I encourage the reader to 
think about it this way: If leaders lead organizations to achieve their outcomes, wisdom-
augmented leadership is the type of “wise leadership” that leads organizations to obtain higher 
outcomes.  This research showed that, in addition to the core faculty skills (pedagogy, 
scholarship, learning technologies, assessment of learning, etc.), institutions must develop their 
own wisdom-augmented practices of leadership, management, and innovation and change, in 
order to pursue the higher outcomes.  
Let us pick one of the dimensions on Table 4.10 that talks about wisdom-augmented 
leadership, the ability to engage stakeholders. What I found during this research is that as soon as 
the discussion was set on achieving “higher outcomes,” that type of elevated view prompted 
panelists to talk about an evidence-based, analytical, intuitive, time-sensitive, and aesthetic way 
to engage stakeholders, with every leadership skill, management skill, or innovation and change 
skill. When these skills were mentioned during the course of “higher outcomes” discussions, 
they appeared qualified by a series of wisdom “augmenters.” In other words, I would argue that 
panelists expected an elevated set of practices in order to achieve an elevated set of outcomes.  
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Wisdom dimensions and their interplay. The eight dimensions under study appeared 
several times during the course of this research, with clear overlaps across them.  For example, 
intuitive from an organizational perspective could be seen as having processes that allow groups 
and teams to remain open to unexpected or unanticipated emerging circumstances, which could 
also be very similar to exploring future scenarios. Similarly, the cognitive/rational dimension 
was described by some panelists as evidence and evaluation, which was precisely their view of 
what practical means.  For others, practical meant a balanced approach across the board, which 
coincides exactly with the description of the dimension labeled as “balance” in this study. 
According to Sternberg (1990), wisdom integrates and balances several spheres of human 
functioning. This interplay of wisdom attributes was empirically tested in several studies 
(Staudinger, Lopez, & Baltes, 1997) and results indicate that wisdom-related activities are not 
just another variance of intelligence, but a coordinated configuration of multiple dimensions. As 
Baltes and Staudinger (2000) put it, the outcome is an orchestration of mind and virtue in a quest 
for excellence. 
In the next pages, I will proceed with the discussion of the uses of the eight dimensions 
under study in this research. I will use the terms “wisdom dimensions” or “wisdom senses” 
interchangeably.  
Time sensitive. This was the most invoked dimension of all, even above knowledge and 
experience. Expressions like “multi-year budgeting as practical response to zero-budgeting” 
indicate the interplay between time horizon and practicality. Panelists recognized the uniqueness 
of higher education in terms of history and longevity, and questioned that certain changes, either 
in the original article or the new projections in the Delphi study, were too big to break with 
tradition and faculty’s knowledge base. 
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The sensitivity toward the future was characterized by concepts of vision, longevity, long 
term-ness, sustainability, and planning.  
The present was characterized by the ability to stay tuned to internal and external 
variables and conditions, monitoring and scanning the environment to look for trends and signs 
that could help anticipate the future.  
The relevance of the past was mentioned several times. The current inequities and 
stratification in higher education did not just happen, they have historical antecedents. It is 
important not to forget history in order to understand the present and foresee the future; being 
aware of organizational foundations, strengths, and weaknesses, and what has made the 
institution successful in the past. 
Some suggestions to incorporate in institutions were: 
•  Include a set of probing questions when making decisions. Ex: how does this 
decision build on our past? And if it does not, why consider it? 
•  Develop new rituals to make room for innovation while maintaining the best 
traditions. 
•  Celebrate past accomplishments in the course of strategic reviews. 
•  Form teams of elders and curmudgeons.  
•  Incorporate strategic foresight exercises in leadership retreats. 
Balanced. The single most important expression of balance was the reference to a fairer 
and equitable system. Generally speaking, consensus on desirability and importance was reached 
more times than on viability and likelihood.  This seemed to imply the need for a balanced 
approach between vision and action, being mindful that decisions need to be tested before 
implementation.  
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This dimension cuts across all others. These are cases of “pairings” with other 
dimensions: 
•  Thinking as a marathoner, it is not about time, it is about reaching the finish line 
(time-sensitive) 
•  Creating processes that value and encourage diverse, sometime opposite, 
perspectives (ethical) 
•  Being practical and changing course when needed (practical, adaptive)  
Panelists were also confronted with reacting to dilemmas in higher education, and how 
they think the field will evolve in addressing those tensions. According to Kramer (2000), 
wisdom develops in response to wrestling with important dilemmas in life, whether emotional, 
interpersonal, or existential. The dilemmas college and university leaders are confronted with, 
confirmed in this research, are not so much competing priorities, but competing visions 
(Matarasso & Landry, 1999) of the role of higher education in society. Using wisdom as a way to 
balance competing visions will be essential in the future of higher education, and complex social 
sectors alike. 
Practical. The intentional use of experience to avoid “pie in the sky” approaches was 
mentioned several times. “Learning what worked” for the organization, and seeking out “what 
works” in other places, being able to assess and evaluate progress versus outcomes, and always 
keeping the goal in mind, were suggestions on how to implement practical approaches.  
The study of “phronesis” as practical wisdom has dominated the discourse of 
organizational wisdom research and the professions, particularly after Flyvbjerg (2002) 
introduced his four phronetic questions as a way to clarify values, interests, and power relations 
in planning: Where are we going? Who gains and who loses, and by which mechanisms of 
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power? Is this development desirable? What, if anything, should we do about it?  I believe that 
Flyvbjerg’s approach to problematize the rationality of conventional planning was a very 
important contribution to balance the cognitive dimension with the practical and ethical 
dimensions. Interestingly, panelists had difficulties cataloging “evaluation” or “evidence-based 
decision making” as either rational or practical.  
The literature and this research leads me to posit that an intentional pursuit of a higher 
purpose and setting measurable higher outcomes creates a different dynamic, a dynamic of 
human flourishing, connecting more dimensions than practical, rational, and ethical in a 
balanced, forward-looking, beautiful, and adaptive enterprise beyond phronesis. 
Ethical. This constitutes the ability to articulate core values, live them, and reinforce 
them, remaining mindful of the higher purpose and doing what is right and fair. The panel felt 
that institutions should be treating those within the organization as holistic beings, not simply 
work resources, and building a culture that sustains a humane approach over time.  
According to McKenna (2005), being wiser will require more than technical rationality in 
organizations. Leaders will have to be capable of helping others navigate through complex 
realities, identify the differences between fad and necessary change, and be consistent and 
prepared to interpret realities as humanely and sensibly as and when necessary.  
The panel also articulated the ethical dimension as “not being averse to 
difficult/uncomfortable conversations” and “always asking who benefits and how do they 
benefit.” Part of the challenge of wisdom in practice is that some dimensions, like ethics, could 
be perceived as “falling outside” (McKenna & Rooney, 2005) the utilitarian values of 
organizations. The key is for higher education leaders to develop these “wisdom senses,” and 
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develop the process and skill to integrate and orchestrate them into a single synthetic response.  
Hence, an ethical sense should be embedded in a wise response.  
Intuitive. Sometimes referred to as “unconventional wisdom” (Schu.tz, 1994), the 
intuitive sense is probably the most difficult to explain, precisely because it is about 
acknowledging visceral and sensory dimensions of judgment, “seeing the unseen,” following 
instincts. Panelists in this research felt that a way to develop this sense is to have “good listening 
and observation” skills, and “being open to the unexpected and unknown.”  In this regard, some 
panelists mentioned creativity, while others pointed to monitoring the environment, as processes 
related to developing an intuitive sense. In the field of knowledge management, wisdom is 
commonly referred as “intuition based on experience” (Smith, 2001, p. 312). 
Intuition was also paired with forward looking skills and foresight, in association with 
time-sensitivity.  
An example that was used by one of the panel members helps to illustrate the value of 
intuition in critical decision points during her professional life. She mentioned recruitment 
practices, in particular, and how she applied her intuitive sense to the logical process of hiring a 
new associate. A very important aspect of intuition is that panelists referred to it as ”nurtured by 
experience,” in clear interplay with one of the other eight dimensions. It is a sense that is not 
appreciated in isolation, as panelists put it “following its instincts but not being trapped by 
them.” Once again, the panelists expressed the need to integrate all dimensions. 
Aesthetic. As Burke (2007) put it, the appreciation of the aesthetic sense in wisdom 
comes from the ability to come across as articulate, and the capacity for achieving beautiful 
outcomes instead of ugly outcomes. This research established a strong connection between 
“aesthetic” and “authenticity of discourse,” as well as between “student learning” as a “beautiful 
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outcome.” On the note of this, McKenna (2005) made reference to the ability to “clearly 
articulate judgments in an aesthetically pleasing way” (p. 40). 
Other concepts associated with the aesthetic sense were “sustainability,” “trust,” 
“clarity,” “simplicity,” “long-term shared vision,” and “engaging others.”  As one panelist put it: 
It seems to me that actions that are sustained are always—in some way—beautiful, 
elegant, simple, and worth preserving.  So, if the idea of doing something well so as to 
ensure its sustainability guides action, it responds to an aesthetic. Clarity and simplicity 
of expression of goals helps a lot.  Yet too often, leaders fail to acknowledge the 
complexity of situations/circumstances and their goals, settling for short-term but 
unsustainable gains instead of preparing for a more enduring but longer plan that may 
require more than their tenure in office to realize.  Understanding that things worth doing 
really well may not be rewarded in “your” time takes a sense of what the eventual 
outcome might be (its beauty, elegance, worth) so as to sustain you in the things you can 
do now. 
 
Another important connection was established through “honoring the past” as an 
important departure point to project noble aspirations into the future.   
This dimension can easily be discussed from the negative side, addressing what “ugly 
outcomes” would be. Interestingly, some of the panelists’ comments referred back to the ethical 
dimension like “unfair” and “unequal.” As Rooney (2013) put it, aesthetics in relation to what he 
calls Social Practice Wisdom (SPW) is the ability to communicate ideas that are difficult to 
convey in an expressive, equanimous, pleasurable, and rewarding way. 
Cognitive. According to Baltes (Baltes & Smith, 2008) and his colleagues from the 
Berlin school, wisdom is fundamentally a cognitive function in the context of the complexities of 
life, while other scholars argue that wisdom is consistent with an integration of cognitive, 
reflective, and affective qualities (Clayton & Birren, 1980). In fact, Ardelt (2004) posited that 
Baltes and his colleagues were not measuring wisdom, but rather advanced cognition, arguing 
that “the term ‘wisdom’ should be reserved for wise persons rather than expert knowledge” 
(p. 281). According to Nagel (1972), Aristotle himself was indecisive about his views on 
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eudaimonia, going back and forth between an intellectualist account describing it as theoretical 
contemplation, and a comprehensive account connecting eudaimonia with the composite 
conception of nature. I tend to agree with the latter, interpreting wisdom as a constant interaction 
of multiple human dimensions like reason, intuition, and action.  
In this research, under the cognitive dimension, I captured mentions of rationality, 
knowledge, love of learning, use of data, effectiveness, and evidence-based decisions. Many 
panelists agreed that listening, watching, or reading the news as a way to “staying current” was a 
good practice to nurture the cognitive dimension of wisdom, as well as reading professional 
literature, and sharing and exchanging information with others. Another important reference was 
the ability to ask questions about progress, study itself, and systematically gathering data and 
analyzing it frequently. There were references to using “vision” as guidance, and “facts” as 
points of reference for course correction.  
According to Bierly et al. (2000), “knowledge is necessary but not sufficient for wisdom. 
One would not be considered wise if one is not knowledgeable, but knowledge does not always 
make one wise” (p. 604).  
Adaptive. According to Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde (1990), wisdom is an 
evolutionary mechanism, with possible adaptive value for human beings. One of the early 
theories of wisdom in the 20th century was proposed by Erikson (1959), a concept based on 
personality, life-span, and self-motivation. Baltes and Staudinger (2000) said that Erikson’s 
concept reflected well the adaptive function of the individual, but they saw wisdom as a 
“collective product in which individuals participate” (p. 127). This research showed this 
dimension related to the capacity to understand the underlying principles, practices, and 
structures: the ability to recognize differences in the beneficiaries of the work (students in this 
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case); taking one’s ego out of the decision making process in what has been called “ego-
transcendence” (Peck, 1956) in developmental psychology; and proactively scanning and 
seeking feedback from the environment, stakeholders, and someone’s own gut (in a clear 
interplay with two other dimensions, time-sensitivity and intuition).  
According to experts in psychological trauma (Linley, 2003), wisdom had been 
traditionally seen as an outcome of adaptation to post-traumatic situations, but practitioners in 
this field have started to consider wisdom as the process of adaptation itself, an enabling process 
to positively overcome the struggle after a traumatic event. In other words, wisdom could be 
seen both as a journey and a destination.  
Conclusion and Recommendations 
This study provided a better understanding on how to design wise organizations through 
an investigation with a group of experts in a given industry, higher education in this case. 
Following the results of this study, I would highlight the following as possible recommendations 
on how to design wise organizations: 
Higher purpose 
• Articulate a balanced higher purpose. In higher education, educate well-rounded 
citizens with demonstrable market value. 
Time sensitive 
• Launch a process for long-term sustainability of the higher outcomes, not just the 
organization. It is not just who you are, and how you do it, but what you get done and 
who benefits from it.  
• Use a futures-oriented strategic approach, as it creates the space and time to reflect 
and integrate multiple wisdom dimensions.  
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Balanced 
• Assemble diverse teams and balanced perspectives in all the above: ages, genders, 
races, practices. 
Practical 
• Make tough choices, if/when necessary, after consultation with constituents.  
• Have a transparent financial accountability mechanism and incentivize around 
outcomes. 
Ethical 
• Engage constituents (internal and external), listen, share, and co-create core values 
and ethical and humane principles.  
Intuitive 
• Create a process to value ideas and test them.  
• Create a scanning real-time process for monitoring outliers and trends and act before 
reacting. 
Aesthetic 
• Articulate a set of measurable higher outcomes. In higher education, focus on student 
learning, equity, and affordability. 
Rational/Cognitive 
• Measure and manage against higher outcomes and steer the ship without hesitation.  
Adaptive 
• Be agile, networked, and global; make units smaller and value connections within the 
organization and with other organizations in your local community, region, at 
national and international levels.  
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Develop and put to work “essential skills” through wisdom-augmented practices. 
• Identify and master your ETHOS: Essential To Higher Outcomes Skills. In the case 
of higher education, in addition to the core skills associated with student learning 
(pedagogy, scholarship, advising, assessment, etc.), develop your own set of wisdom-
augmented leadership, management, and innovation and change that will help your 
institution achieve the higher outcomes. Take the lead from within the organization; 
don’t wait for external condition changes. 
• Take immediate action on staff development of your ETHOS and develop a long-term 
vision of your ideal staff composition. 
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Chapter VI: Toward a Wiser Future 
Wisdom as a Complex Synthetic Response 
The research panel came up with 33 dimensions of wisdom, which confirms what other 
researchers (Lombardo, 2013; McKenna, 2013; Sternberg, 1990) found in their studies: wisdom 
is a multidimensional, complex, and broad character construct. In particular, the eight 
dimensions under study appeared to be invoked frequently and in connection with each other, 
showing that expert advice and perspective are synthetic responses from the wisdom system.  
In addition to education having a higher purpose, panelists emphasized the viewpoint of 
“student learning as the basis to globally competent citizens.” In the case of higher education, the 
dimensions of the proposed WBD framework that were invoked more frequently were 
1. Time sensitive 
2. Cognitive  
3. Ethical  
4. Experience 
Time sensitive was the highest of all, with multiple references to the ability to balance 
past (traditions, foundations, history), present (monitoring environment, staying alert) and future 
(the need for a long term perspective or “long term-ness” as it was characterized by the panel, 
vision, sustainability).  
Cognitive was mentioned in the context of knowledge of the field, evidence-based 
decisions, use of data, rationality, evaluating results, and being analytical.  
Ethical was very focused on core values, diversity and equity, who benefits and how, and 
a mission that focuses on the public good. 
Experience was invoked in relation to time sensitivity, suggesting a balance between 
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elders and up-and-coming young faculty and leaders, paying attention to what works, and 
adopting a pragmatic management approach to adapt to present conditions. 
It was interesting to observe that “outcomes orientation” was a constant element in the 
discussions, along with an explicit dimension of “being wise” for the panel.  This matches my 
idea of having a higher purpose of flourishing self and others, although there is a difference 
between “being” and “achieving.”  Their point of view was that “achieving” was an important 
trait, which eventually made it even more self-evident that a discussion about leadership and 
change was occurring in parallel.  
I posit that wisdom is both a flourishing journey and destination. It is not so much the 
ability to act (which I attribute to leadership skills), but rather constantly developing and 
exposing the wisdom system, and being in a state of “ready to engage” at any time for a higher 
purpose of flourishing self and others. 
Thinking about the results of this research, I have crafted the following definitions: 
Wisdom is a multi-channel “sense-and-respond” adaptive subsystem whose mission is 
human flourishing of self and others, and humans are flourishing adaptive systems, reaching a 
state of flourishing through active use of their wisdom subsystem.  
State of flourishing is a state of equilibrium when all wisdom subsystem channels engage 
naturally, effortlessly, and simultaneously.  
Objectivized Balanced Perspective (OBP) 
As important as it has been to focus on eight of the many dimensions of wisdom in the 
context of this study, my research allowed me to better understand how those considered wise 
put their wisdom to work. I call this process “Objectivized Balanced Perspective,” or OBP, 
which is visually represented in Figure 6.1. I describe OBP as the ability of the wise to elevate 
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themselves and take distance from the situation, remaining mindful of the context and moral 
system, putting the situation in perspective independently from the opinions and biases of self 
and others while keeping wisdom channels in equilibrium to produce a balanced response. In 
Figure 6.1, I represented the eight dimensions under study as pendulums that a wise person seeks 
to balance individually and then collectively, before giving a synthetic response in the form of a 
decision, or advice to others. 
 
Figure 6.1. Objectivized Balanced Perspective. 
In order to operationalize OBP (Objectivized Balanced Perspective) at the organizational 
level, I recommend that organizations establish a strategic foresight process using a decision 
matrix for the tensions they anticipate in the future. Rather than approaching each tension with 
an evaluation (single or multi-criteria) that leads to a decision, I suggest the organization 
processes these tensions using the Wise by Design dimensions explored in this dissertation. Wise 
people tend not to make recommendations leaning toward one or another side of a tension as if 
they were choices, opting instead to develop a perspective that will help them adjust their course 
while they continue to flourish and enable others’ flourishing. It is not that making decisions is 
wrong; it is being better prepared for those critical events.  Being wise is to earn perspective 
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(Rowley, 2006), by extracting self from the situation, keeping the high purpose in mind 
(flourishing of self and others) and trying to synthesize the external and internal signals to have a 
better view.  
Using the WBD framework as a reference, organizations could develop tools that would 
potentially increase their ability to gain an objectivized balanced perspective. Rather than 
focusing on “fixing a broken model,” they could find ways to evolve and adapt to thrive with a 
“wiser model.” For example, in higher education, a tool could be developed where tensions 
inherent to this sector are in rows, and WBD relevant guiding questions are in columns. Let us 
discuss one of the tensions identified in this research: 
Non-profit vs. For-Profit.  
Forecast: non-profit becomes the predominant form of legal structure.   
Advantages: public perception, tax exempt and tax favorable for donors, eligible for 
grants. 
Disadvantages: difficult scaling up, shared control, public scrutiny, limited sources of 
revenue. 
Rather than choosing one of the options, imagine a continuum between both extremes 
(non-profit- for profit) and a discussion guide for the institution based on WBD. Here are some 
examples: 
Cognitive:  
• Develop a knowledge foundation on the different alternatives. 
• What have we learned from our structure? What have others learned about other 
structures? 
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Intuitive: 
• Open to discuss feelings about this dilemma.   
• What does our instinct tell us about this tension? Do we have a gut feeling about where 
to stand in that continuum? 
Adaptive 
• Develop mechanisms to adapt, on a regular basis, while preserving our purpose.  
• What could be done with our legal structure that would allow us to be more flexible.   
Developing a “wisdom-based perspective” of future tensions could allow organizations in 
any sector to nurture their ability to thrive, not just survive, in the future. 
Trust and Wisdom Transferability  
I posit that a way to effectively initiate a wisdom transfer is to ask for advice. I observed 
that participants in the panel felt more open and willing to contribute during the design phase of 
a future institution when I asked them to “imagine I’m an up-and-coming college president, what 
would you advise me to do?” Asking for advice is like opening a trust channel to receive the 
wise input. It is then the up to the ability of the recipient to make meaning of the advice and 
incorporate it into her own wisdom system. Having a framework like WBD allows people to 
develop a wisdom-based inquiry mechanism to systematically explore wisdom gaps channel by 
channel, making it more explicit and helping the individual develop her own senses individually. 
The capacity of synthesizing depends on the degree of development of every sense.  
Trust could be seen as a proxy to other people’s wisdom. In the context of organizations, 
individuals develop and nurture trusted networks, people they feel safe working with. In those 
networks, people could be seen as “connecting their wisdom channels” at different levels to 
compensate for their lack of knowledge, experience, sense of balance, etc. This could be seen as 
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opening their “wisdom sense” to other people’s more developed wisdom system.  
Some senses might be more transferable to other fields, contexts, or moral systems. My 
view is that the recognition of “wise,” the “title,” implies context but also recognizes the insights 
from which lessons can be derived, and applied to another field.  It is only when the recipient can 
develop the ability to ask deeper questions about additional dimensions that he or she will be 
able to understand where or how the channels synthesized that wise perspective, namely, 
understanding where the wise perspective came from. 
On Wisdom and Organizations 
This research opens the door for the articulation of wisdom with some specificity at an 
organizational level. In addition to recognizing the role of personal trusted networks, which 
might be seen as conveyor belts of wisdom inside and outside the boundaries of the organization, 
and although it is difficult to conceive of a “wise organization” as a unit, there seem to be 
elements that could translate into elements of organization design that could lead to “wiser” 
outcomes and behaviors.  
It is in the context of “self and others” (Sternberg, 1990) that leaders and organizations 
would benefit from keeping in mind the micro, mezzo, and macro (McKenna, 2013) levels when 
developing a perspective on a given situation. 
For the panel, organizations should develop processes that are aligned with the mission, 
consistent with its purpose, and committed to seeding the future in a way that is sustainable for 
the organization that carries on the organization’s values. It is interesting to consider how 
leadership and wisdom interplayed during the entire research process, including a discussion 
about organizations that are considered “successful” and not having some of the characteristics 
described as “wise,” like humane (they mentioned the case of Steve Jobs). 
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Wisdom Augmented Practice 
In analyzing the data, I realized that wise people use their wisdom system to augment 
their practice, and thus have high expectations from future generations. They have developed 
their wisdom system to a point that is engaged automatically, invoked subconsciously, when they 
are practicing their professions or involved in activities in their field.  
The qualitative data in this research seems to consistently point to the need for leadership, 
management, and innovation practices that are Augmented by a wisdom system, either individual 
or collective, in order for an organization to accomplish the level of transformation required to 
thrive in the future. Rather than coming up with a series of design principles, the panel pointed to 
practice related expectations that embed a series of traits from their wisdom systems. In a way, 
for a system (individual or group) to be a flourishing adaptive system, this research points to an 
elevated level of professional practice rather than abstract design elements, guided by a higher 
purpose. In the case of the study, panelists suggested something we could call “wisdom 
augmented practice,” a higher purpose form of practicing leadership, and management and 
innovation. This approach seems to build on the foundations of current practice, but allows 
individuals to take different perspectives using a purpose driven approach that contemplates 
flourishing of self and others both as a means, and an end.  
I propose that wisdom-augmented practice (WAP) could also be developed by 
organizations using wisdom-based frameworks similar to the Wise by Design framework 
proposed in this dissertation thereby leading to wisdom-augmented practice models of 
leadership, management, and innovation. If used in combination with strategic forecasting and 
backcasting, organizations would have a positive way to situate inquiry in the future and for road 
mapping potential alternatives back to the present. In the case of this research, a 
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forecasting/backcasting exercise seemed to create the necessary space for reflection without 
being dismissive about the status quo, and the reasons why organizations going through these 
exercises got to the present situation. Time sensitivity, a sense of how past, present, and future 
are relevant to taking an objectivized balanced perspective, plays an integral role in wisdom-
augmented practice and inquiry, as this research has shown. 
On the Future of Higher Education in America 
The future of American higher education, as with any other sector or social system, will 
depend on how actors balance the enterprise (Weil, 2013), finding the equilibrium between the 
drive for an essential purpose with the demands and forces (internal and external) that shape the 
operating model.  
The nature of the highly decentralized higher education system in the United States has 
enabled the emergence of innovations that better respond to adaptation, but do not scale or 
spread broadly. The current model is thus not very sustainable (Zusman, 2005), yet there is a 
perceived resistance that is leading to tensions between different actors and stakeholders.  These 
tensions can be described as dilemmas or polarities between two opposite views, and future 
higher education leaders will surely be confronted with multiple dilemmas of this nature, 
.especially as society and politics become more polarized.  
Fortunately or unfortunately, the first dilemma that leaders in America have traditionally 
faced and will continue to confront, even more intensely and under great scrutiny in times of 
reduced public finance, is the purpose of higher education, particularly the question as to who 
benefits and how (Plater, 2011).  Is it economic? Is it social? Is it individual? Is it public? Is it 
employability? Is it civility? 
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With the value and purpose dilemma comes the different approaches to finding ways to 
drive forward a model that has not adapted well to external forces. Since American higher 
education has grown over the years to become a highly distributed model (Thelin, 2011), each 
individual institution will have to develop a sustainability plan rooted in a series of values, 
principles, and beliefs. I propose the use of wisdom-based inquiry to develop the guiding 
principles that could lead to flourishing of self and others as a higher purpose, beyond the 
conventional process of developing a mission, vision, and a set of values: 
• Purpose: flourishing of self and others 
• Who is included in “self” and in “others” so we know who is to flourish? 
• How will we flourish, academically, socially, and financially? 
• How will we develop a balanced approach to address the inherent tensions between: 
o Public vs. private 
o Nonprofit vs. for profit 
o Tenured vs. contingent faculty 
o Distributed vs. centralized 
o Vertical vs. horizontal architecture 
o Other tensions relevant to our institution 
Rather than aiming at creating the perfect solution, the future may require creating hybrid 
organizations that are capable of embracing, navigating, and adapting over time to those 
polarities, focusing on the higher purpose of “flourishing of self and others” as the guiding star 
for their own flourishing journey.  
Another element of this proposal, linked to the discussion about wisdom-augmented 
practices, is looking at leadership diversity from the experience point of view, inviting seasoned 
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and young leaders at the same table. I would argue that this same principle would apply to any 
organization in any industry.  
Interoperability: A Philosophy and Practice of Thriving, Not Surviving, in a Complex 
Future 
 
During the course of this research, panelists agreed that a beautiful outcome of the higher 
education institution, which constitutes the essence of its very purpose, is student learning. I 
would argue “flourishing” for students means they actually learn what they are supposed to, at a 
pace and a price that gives them access to the next stage in their lives in a sustainable way; in 
other words, without the burden of a heavy financial debt that would impair their ability to 
thrive, and without spending more time than necessary to learn what they need and want. On the 
other hand, flourishing for the institution means addressing the needs of their workforce (faculty 
and administration), as well as the needs of the organization (culture, processes, and resources) 
so they can collectively thrive and grow in the future.  
It is hard to imagine leaders of institutions, particularly those in the public domain, 
focusing on “thriving” and “flourishing” when they can barely imagine “surviving” under severe 
resource constraints and mounting external pressures to deliver more prepared students in less 
time and with high quality.  
A system level look at the decentralized model of American higher education shows how 
many institutions seem to live their own destinies alone, serving a regional or local market, and 
under the scrutiny and pressures of their local publics and ever drying funding sources. I propose 
that American higher education will only thrive like an interoperable web, much like the Internet 
is. The key to a thriving model is not the level of digitization or technification, it is the level of 
interoperability. Granted, it is important to have a solid digital strategy, above and beyond digital 
delivery of learning experiences. This is not about having a highly digital but isolated institution, 
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it is about having a highly digital institution with the ability to work together within and across 
organizational boundaries in order to advance the effective delivery and assessment of student 
learning.   
Much has been discussed about open resources in education, even by this research panel.  
Most of the efforts have focused on the production of learning materials that are freely accessible 
by students and faculty. There is now a myriad of these open educational resources (OER) 
available to all types of institutions, an effort that has grown in intensity and acceptance in recent 
years (Murphy, 2013), drawing also some critical views (Knox, 2013) with regard to its 
perceived alignment with economically-orientated models of higher education. Inevitably, the 
availability of openly licensed materials concentrates the discussion on production and 
consumption, and somewhere along those lines there is an ethical discussion about who benefits 
and how do they benefit from such movement.  
A similar case has happened with the so called MOOCs or Massive Open Online 
Courses. In this case, open refers to unlimited participation beyond the walls of a traditional 
institution. Although this type of course is not necessarily free, there is an analogous 
consideration that “open” is related to “learning materials.”  
I posit that the best way for higher education to free itself from financial pressures is to 
create a few basic rules of what I would call “network interoperability.” Similar to what has 
happened in computer and telecommunications industries, higher education could achieve a level 
of “systemness” through “interconnectedness” and “interdependence” by means of a series of 
“interoperability agreements” that emerge from institutional leaders, rather than from 
government. Students of today face enormous challenges associated with institutional 
bilateralism (agreements between pairs of institutions, not recognized by others) and 
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regionalism, resulting in mobility and articulation barriers. Any attempts made by external actors 
(federal or state governments, private foundations, advocacy organizations) to inject a higher 
level of systemness across higher education ends up affecting institutions in unexpected or 
unwanted ways. The perception of “forced systemness” as external attempts to control and 
standardize seems to bring these efforts to what I would characterize as a “slow and painful 
death.”  
Everybody seems to agree that higher education must change, but nobody can agree on 
how to do it. Presidents and provosts find themselves trapped by the largesse of their own 
institutions, while policymakers feel the pressure from constituents to hold institutions 
accountable for results.  In the middle, students are investing more than ever in history in their 
education, and must witness with resignation how the can of true chance is kicked down to future 
generations. 
One of the reasons why I wanted to explore wisdom in the context of designing a 
preferred future for organizations in critical social sectors, like higher education, is because I 
believe future generations deserve better, and we can begin modeling now. Panelists discussed 
the need for courageous and wise leaders to enable organizations take control of their own 
destiny.  
The United States needs interoperable institutions, for which I recommend that a group of 
public flagship institutions lead an effort to develop an agreement and protocols for institutional 
network interoperability that includes more than technology. For example, agreements to provide 
support to students from any institution in the network, admission of students with portable 
student learning passports from any institution in the network, trans-institutional degree options 
for those who cannot obtain a degree from a single institution for family or job mobility reasons, 
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and protocols of a similar nature.  
Hybridity: A Philosophy and Practice of Continuous Adaptation 
The ability to incorporate the best of existing and apparently contradictory business 
models requires wisdom, striving toward financial sustainability without compromising the 
public good (in fact enhancing it). 
The ecosystem involved in providing many interventions to students in need is charitable 
at best, but the emergence of public benefit “hybrid” models (Haigh & Hoffman, 2012) could 
actually marry the ability to serve the underserved yet making certain type of social capital 
interested in scale again. Many have lost faith that solutions to social problems will ever scale 
using nonprofit models, but there is a chance with new generations of leaders that embrace the 
need to serve many more even if it requires unconventional ways. 
Panelists in this research forecast major changes in the way higher education institutions 
will balance some tensions in the future: more breadth than depth of programs, more focus on 
operating in US soil, serving more adult students, more competency-based and rolling contracts 
for faculty, more mergers, more adjuncts, sticker price aligned with net price, more outsourced 
services, more workforce internships as credit-bearing learning experiences, a balance between 
teaching and research, more institutional intellectual property, more state/board accountability, 
more applied learning, and more emphasis on student employability. These trends are signs that 
institutions are leaning more toward a model that looks like a hybrid organization, yet their 
projections also indicated that the majority of the system would remain nonprofit and public. The 
recognition of these future shifts, including a broader participation of private investors in the 
modernization of the institution to incorporate new technologies, seems to indicate that 
institutions and stakeholders would be open to the emergence of public-private partnership 
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models. I foresee a transformation of the entire higher education ecosystem, beginning with 
private institutions (both for-profit and not-for-profit), converging into hybrid “low profit” 
models that are socially acceptable and financially sustainable. As mentioned by the panel, there 
is an increasing interest in exploring parallels with the healthcare industry, as was discussed at 
the most recent Summit on Cost in Higher Education (New England Board of Higher Education 
& Davis Education Foundation, 2013).   
Hybridity will come in many more ways than flipped classrooms, or public private 
partnerships. This research panel anticipated that during the next ten years, contingent faculty 
will be the dominant type versus tenured faculty. I foresee the creation of new forms of 
incorporation for faculty that will allow professors to provide premium billable services to 
students through universities, like healthcare practitioners provide care to patients through 
hospitals (whether these are not for profit or for profit). For those institutions that can switch 
from their current legal structure to a public benefit corporation or low profit structure, 
professors could be compensated with salary and shares of the college, becoming shared owners 
at the same time.  
Interestingly, many argue that higher education institutions are already hybrids: 
undergraduate learning, graduate learning, research, hospitality, and sports, are among the many 
missions pursued under the same roof by many large American institutions. The research panel 
discussed the need to possibly run these missions separately.  
Ultimately, the proposition of pursuing different missions separately is not opposed to 
hybridity. I would call it “wise hybridity” in the sense that it considers the ways in which 
hybridity can allow flourishing of “self and others,” with student learning at the core of the 
institutional purpose, as discussed by the panel. Running “business units” separately is not new 
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in the business world, and such entitities are not foreign to large universities.  In fact, panelists 
called for Responsibility Centered Management as a method to more efficiently manage the 
diverse resources of the institution. The current business model identified by the panel as high 
tuition/high aid, or tuition discount, is so dependent on enrollments that smaller colleges 
transitioned from a liberal arts mission to a comprehensive university mission substantiating 
what some scholars (Jaquette, 2013) have called “the enrollment economy.” There was a sense in 
the research panel that colleges must dig deeper and find ways to redesign courses and change 
the way they organize the institution around student learning, not around disciplines. The panel, 
and the 2003 article, went even deeper by suggesting that focusing on student learning is more 
about learning from all sources—real hybridity—than merely faculty teaching courses. This, I 
would argue, is a type of “wise hybrid” that adapts and restructures around the core purpose of 
student learning. 
When I review the dilemmas that institutional leaders will confront, private or public, 
high touch or high tech, decentralized or centralized, and other tensions mentioned in this 
research, in combination with the financial pressures that will continue to surge in coming years, 
I posit that higher education will evolve to a model I call dual-hybridity, at both the academic 
and administrative level.  The hybrid academic model would be based on student learning 
outcomes, flipped classrooms and non-course based learning in a number of different forms, 
while the hybrid administrative model would be based on public-private financing and enterprise 
management models designed to maximize outcomes, minimize costs, and optimize the 
allocation of resources. Leaders will have to feel comfortable with hybridity at both levels, while 
never compromising the purpose of elevating students to globally competent citizens. 
  
223 
Possible Limitations of This Study and Future Research Opportunities 
The study was done with an adequate sample size for this type of qualitative study, 
although participants were chosen from a previously existing think tank and all of them brought 
over 30 years of experience in the field of higher education. Future research may consider 
exploring future scenarios with younger generations of leaders, as well as working across 
industries and more diverse groups (only two of the 13 were not white). Further exploration 
about the relationship between wisdom and leadership, management, and innovation practices 
could be important to better understand organizational aspects linked to future transformational 
change. In the case of the Real Time Delphi, a comparative study could be designed with 
answers from diverse stakeholder groups (media, students, faculty, parents, policymakers) about 
the future of higher education, identifying potential areas of consensus to initiate dialogue about 
future reforms.  
The study did not go into depth about the business model, so future research could go 
deeper into the nuances of structure, resource allocation, hiring practices, and other important 
elements of organizational design, in a quest to find if there would be something that could be 
considered a “wise business model.”  
Doing future research limits the group to visioning, forecasting, and backcasting, but it 
does not allow for deeper understanding of current realities. Further research could be designed 
as case studies of organizations that have processes that could be seen as wise by others, in the 
way they engage stakeholders or combine experienced and young leaders in their leadership 
teams, for example. 
Another limitation is the lack of longitudinal data with regard to wisdom Augmented 
practices. Further research could be designed to observe the longitudinal effects of incorporating 
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some of the recommended practices in this study.  
Final Reflections 
I started this process with the aim of better understanding how eight particular 
dimensions of wisdom could be applied in the context of organizations. I was only expecting to 
discuss traits and characteristics of an organization that would make stakeholders see it as 
“wise,” based on those eight dimensions. I did not anticipate the importance that wisdom could 
play in the development of augmented forms of professional practice. Now I realize that 
wisdom-augmented practices, particularly leadership, management, and innovation, including 
their corresponding processes, are essential to a wise organization. Also, a wise organization, 
whether commercial or nonprofit, should orient its activity toward a higher purpose and 
measurable higher outcomes, informed by a wisdom-based and future-oriented strategic 
framework.. A wisdom-augmented practice would require setting a higher purpose of flourishing 
for self and others as the highest level outcome, and the entire practice would be designed around 
“achieving results” or practice-relevant outcomes at different levels, always keeping “flourishing 
of self and others” as the ultimate outcome. These are the main conclusions of my work on 
designing wise organizations. 
There is a difference between using “flourishing of self and others” as a guiding principle 
or higher purpose only, and using it in combination with the pursuit of higher outcomes. I 
recommend using it as an outcome, because it implies the organization will have to achieve it, 
not just be aligned with it. I did not anticipate when I started this process how relevant it would 
be for the group to ensure that certain "elevated forms" of practices were in place before an 
organization can achieve its higher outcomes. In particular, the practices of leadership, 
management, and innovation were emphasized as essential to outcomes. 
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I also think that the eight Wise by Design dimensions chosen to frame this study remain 
very relevant among the many that are embedded in the concept of wisdom. Balance or 
equilibrium seems to be an essential element across dimensions, and each dimension relates to 
the other resulting in a synthesized response when the wisdom system is put to work.  I believe 
that organizations could develop their wisdom system by nurturing primarily a balanced 
approach to time, knowledge/learning, ethics, and experience/pragmatism, by embedding them in 
the practice of what I decided to call ETHOS (Essential To Higher Outcomes Skills), including 
leadership, management, as well as innovation and change. 
As a provocative end of this work, I want to leave the reader with the idea of opening the 
door to the concept of further exploring artificial wisdom, following the path some scholars 
before me (Mayorga & Perlvosky, 2007; Sevilla, 2013) have already paved in this regard. If 
artificial intelligence was at the top of technology and economy agendas for generations, why not 
consider investing in artificial wisdom? A cognitive-centric enhancement of society approach 
leaves essential dimensions like ethics, balance, or time sensitivity out of the scope of our 
development. Our nations have spent trillions of dollars developing “knowledge workers,” 
“information societies,” and “big data.”  I opened this dissertation with a mention of the Data-
Information-Knowledge-Wisdom hierarchy (Ackoff, 1989). My bibliography also opens with a 
reference to this model. Interestingly enough, Ackoff’s work brought up the idea of moving up in 
this hierarchy to pursue wisdom, yet societal response seems to move in the opposite direction, 
in search of big data. I think it is time for nations and organizations to invest in understanding 
wisdom, at both an individual and system level. Maybe the time is now, using frameworks like 
Wise by Design as a reference, to further invest in that vision of what humans could aspire to 
regain. 
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Appendix A 
Copyright Permissions 
 
 
Kiko Suarez  Ma
r 
24 
 
 
to ellen.hazelkorn 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mrs Hazelkorn 
For my dissertation on wisdom and organizations in the context of higher education, I would like to request your 
permission to use the graphic on slide 25 of this slide deck 
http://arrow.dit.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1058&context=cseroth&sei-
redir=1&referer=http%3A%2F%2Fscholar.google.com%2Fscholar%3Fq%3Dgoddard%2Buniversity%2Bcompl
exity%2Bdit%26btnG%3D%26hl%3Den%26as_sdt%3D0%252C15#search=%22goddard%20university%20co
mplexity%20dit%22 
 
(title: MECHANISMS FOR UNIVERSITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN 
THE INNOVATION/SMART SPECIALISATION “PROCESS”) 
 
 
I plan to use in the context of the level of complexity that universities face.  This is the text that would precede 
it: 
 
"This process of opening the academic endeavor to systemically engage with communities and regions where 
they operate increases the level of complexity of the institution both in terms of deliverables as well as 
interdependencies with the environment, as shown in the figure below." 
 
I am copying our master librarian,Mrs Baldwin, for her information in case you grant your permission. 
 
Truly yours, 
 
Juan F Suarez 
 
 
Ellen Hazelkorn   Ma
r 
25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear	  Kiko, 
	   
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  email,	  but	  that	  diagram	  is	  not	  mine.	  It	  is	  from	  Prof	  John	  Goddard	  –	  see	  email	  
above. 
	   
Best	  wishes, 
	   
Ellen 
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Professor	  Ellen	  Hazelkorn 
Director,	  Higher	  Education	  Policy	  Research	  Unit	  (HEPRU) 
Policy	  Advisor	  to	  the	  Higher	  Education	  Authority	  (Ireland) 
	   
Dublin	  Institute	  of	  Technology 
Grangegorman	  Campus 
North	  Circular	  Road 
Dublin	  7 
	   
 
President,	  EAIR	  (European	  Higher	  Education	  Society)	  http://www.eair.nl/ 
Chair,	  EU	  Expert	  Group	  on	  Science	  Education	  (SEEG) 
	   
E.	  Hazelkorn	  (2011)	  Rankings	  and	  the	  Reshaping	  of	  Higher	  Education.	  The	  Battle	  for	  World-­‐Class	  
Excellence	  (Palgrave	  MacMillan).	  http://www.palgrave.com/products/title.aspx?pid=391266 
P.T.M.	  Marope,	  P.J.	  Wells	  and	  E.	  Hazelkorn	  (eds)	  (2013)	  Rankings	  and	  Accountability	  in	  
Higher	  Education:	  Uses	  and	  Misuses,	  UNESCO,	  Paris. 
	   
 
Dear Prof Hazelkorn - Thank you for your prompt response.  
Hello Prof Goddard. Based on this email strand, would you authorize the use of the diagram I 
mentioned for my dissertation? 
  
All the best, and thank you again. 
 
John Goddard   Ma
r 
25 
 
 
to me, Ellen, Deborah 
 
 
 
 
Happy	  to	  agree 
	   
Professor John Goddard OBE, PhD, AcSS 
Emeritus Professor of Regional Development Studies 
Centre for Urban & Regional Development Studies (CURDS) 
Newcastle University 
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 7RU, UK 
  
Lord	  Dearing	  Higher	  Education	  Lifetime	  Achievement	  Award	  2012 
https://blogs.ncl.ac.uk/curds/2013/03/04/whither-­‐the-­‐local-­‐and-­‐regional-­‐role-­‐of-­‐universities/ 
	   
For	  more	  information	  about	  our	  work	  please	  visit	  http://www.ncl.ac.uk/curds/research/universities/ 
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Download	  our	  EU	  publication	  -­‐	  Connecting	  Universities	  to	  Regional	  Economic	  Growth:A	  Practical	  Guide 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/universities2011/universities2011_en.pdf 
	   
Read	  our	  new	  book	  The	  University	  and	  the	  City	  	  now	  published	  by	  Routledge 
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Cathleen Calice   Ma
r 
25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Suarez, 
 
We are delighted to grant permission for you to use the Blended Learning taxonomy graphic in your 
dissertation. We ask that you cite Clayton 
Christensen Institute and include a link to the executive summary of the "Is K-12 blended learning disruptive? 
An introduction of the theory of hybrids" on which the graphic can be found. 
 
With best wishes, 
 
 
Cathleen Calice 
Executive Assistant to Michael Horn 
Clayton Christensen Institute 
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to JSC 
 
 
 
Dear sirs, 
I would like to request your permission to use the following illustration on my PhD dissertation: 
http://www.publishing.waldenu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1033&context=jsc 
(Illustration on pg 6, The polarities of Democracy Model) 
My dissertation is about wisdom and organizations, and I include a discussion about dilemmas, which I wanted 
to illustrate with your graphic. The graphic is preceded by the following copy: 
This type of model, like the one on figure 2.2, presents a series of elements in pairs as 
fundamental dilemmas with polarities that need to be managed in a way that maximizes the 
positive aspects of each polarity element and minimizes the negative ones.  
I am copying our master librarian, Mrs Baldwin, in case you grant your permission for use. 
Sincerely yours, 
Juan F Suarez 
Antioch University PhD Candidate 
From: John Nirenberg > 
Date: March 27, 2014 at 0:22:35 EDT 
To: Kiko Suarez > 
Cc: Deborah Baldwin   
Subject: RE: Permission to use an illustration in a PhD dissertation 
Hello	  Juan: 
Thanks	  for	  your	  interesting	  in	  utilizing	  the	  work	  of	  one	  of	  our	  authors.	  I	  must	  request	  that	  you	  
contact	  the	  author	  directly	  since	  they	  retain	  copyright	  control	  over	  requests	  of	  this	  nature.	  
Good	  luck	  on	  your	  dissertation. 
All the best, 
Signature of John Nirenberg
 232 
John Nirenberg, M.S., M.F.A., Ph.D. (Central Time) 
Kiko Suarez @ Antioch Ma
r 
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to william.benet 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Benet, 
As you can see from the email trail below, I'm requesting your permission to use an illustration that appeared in 
one of your articles. 
Please let me know if you would grant permission in this case, so I can properly cite your work in the caption. 
Thank you very much in advance. 
Sincerely, 
Juan F Suarez 
Sent from my iPad 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: John Nirenberg <  
Date: March 27, 2014 at 0:22:35 EDT 
To: Kiko Suarez > 
Cc: Deborah Baldwin   
Subject: RE: Permission to use an illustration in a PhD dissertation 
 
William J. Benet Ma
r 
27 
 
 
 
 
Hello Juan, 
Yes, I am pleased to grant you permission to use the illustration requested. Please let me know if you need any 
additional forms. 
Warm Regards, 
Dr. Bill Benet 
Adjunct Professor 
School of Public Policy and Administration 
Walden University
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Appendix B 
Email of Information and Request for Consent 
Dear Participant, 
 I would be honored if you would consider participating in my doctoral research as part of a 
study on possible future organizational characteristics and traits that may enable institutions of 
higher education to better adapt and flourish in the next ten years. The process will be as follows:  
1. A Delphi-based forecast exercise (November 2013-December 2013).  
 Delphi Preparation. Before we begin the Delphi exercise, I will ask each participant to 
individually react to an article by by A. Guskin and M. Marcy titled “Dealing With the Future 
Now: Principles for Creating a Vital Campus in a Climate of Restricted Resources,” published in 
the July-August 2003 issue of Change Magazine and co-authored.  The paper will be provided in 
an e-mail as a PDF attachment, together with a template MS Word document designed to capture 
your input. Instructions will be provided on what is expected in this initial step. 
 Delphi per-se.  We will conduct our Delphi process using an online tool developed for 
global future research studies under The Millennium Project. It is based on an advanced form of 
this method known as Real Time Delphi or “round-less Delphi.” It allows participants to 
anonymously participate and get feedback in real-time about all participants’ input, which is 
useful to then compare. The methodological advancement is the absence of iterative rounds and 
the real-time calculation and feedback to participants of group responses. I will keep this Delphi 
survey up for two-three weeks, and will remind you to go back regularly during the time it is still 
open, so you can independently and anonymously reassess your responses as often as you want.  
2. Convening as a group face-to-face in Indianapolis some time in early 2014 (most likely 
January or February, depending on availability). 
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 I will convene the entire panel in person to participate in a process called “backcasting” to 
discuss the possible paths to the future identified during the Delphi process. The actual duration 
of this convening will be four-six hours. Your travel and accommodation expenses will be 
covered by my employer, Lumina Foundation. In order to start fresh in the morning, I will 
propose arriving the day before the meeting, which would also allow the group to catch up and 
socialize after many years doing so much good work in your respective fields and jobs.  The 
meeting will be facilitated by me. All that is requested from you is your presence; no special 
preparation will be required. I will probably send some ideas in advance in terms of agenda and 
what to expect, but the most important aspect of this study is your active participation.  
3. I may follow up with you individually on the phone or e-mail.  
 Please be aware that the meeting and follow-up phone calls will be recorded and transcribed 
as record of this research. 
 Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at any point during the study. You 
may also request the removal of all or part of your data without any consequences to you. Steps 
will be taken to ensure that all information will be kept as confidential as possible. 
 The results of this study may be included in future scholarly presentations and publications, 
as well as publications made by Lumina Foundation. In this case, you would be asked to review 
the materials before they are published as well as your permission to be cited as a participant in 
this research.  
 If you have any questions about this research study, you can contact me by phone at [xxx-
xxx-xxxx], or by email at [email address] or you can contact the dissertation chair, Dr. A. 
Guskin, at [email address]. For questions, concerns or complaints about the research ethics of 
this study, you can contact the chair of the Institutional Research Board at Antioch University, 
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Dr. Carolyn Kenny at [email address] 
 If you agree to participate, please answer this email by indicating YES, I AGREE 
TO PARTICIPATE.  After receiving your consent via e-mail, I will immediately send details 
about getting started.  
 Thank you very much. 
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